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This diary study contributes to the leadership literature by examining the daily effect of empowering 
leadership behaviours (autonomy- and development support) on follower’s daily level of work 
engagement. Contrary to previous research on the topic, this study distinguished between the 
relative contribution of each dimension of the empowering leadership concept. In addition, it was 
examined how and why each dimension contributes to work engagement by including a mediator 
variable for each relationship. The study is based on data collected in cooperation with the Royal 
Norwegian Naval Academy. While traveling by sail ship, 87 cadets filled out a daily diary 
questionnaire over the course of 30 days. As predicted, multilevel analyses revealed that the cadets 
were more engaged in their work on days when their leader showed more empowering leadership 
behaviours, both in the form of autonomy- and development support. Furthermore, psychological 
empowerment was found to partially mediate the relationship between autonomy support and work 
engagement, while self-goal-setting partially mediated the relationship between development 
support and work engagement. Thus, this study highlights how different empowering leader 
behaviours have the potential to create motivational states in the employees, making them become 
more engaged in their work on these days.  
Keywords: Diary study, empowering leadership, autonomy support, development support, work 
















Denne dagbokstudien bidrar til lederskaps litteraturen ved å undersøke den daglige effekten av 
empowermentbasert ledelse (autonomi- og utviklingsstøtte) på følgere sitt daglige nivå av 
arbeidsengasjement. I motsetning til tidligere forskning på området skiller denne studien mellom de 
ulike bidragene fra hver av dimensjonene av empowermentbasert ledelse. I tillegg ble det undersøkt 
hvordan og hvorfor hver av dimensjonene bidrar til arbeidsengasjement ved å inkludere en mediator 
variabel for hvert forhold. Studien er basert på data samlet inn i samarbeid med Sjøkrigsskolen. 
Samtidig som de reiste med seilskip fylte 87 kadetter ut et daglig spørreskjema over en periode på 30 
dager. Som antatt viste flernivåanalyser at kadettene var mer engasjert i arbeidet sitt på de dagene 
hvor deres leder viste flere empowermentbaserte ledelsesatferder, både i form av autonomi- og 
utviklingsstøtte. Videre ble det funnet at psykologisk empowerment delvis medierte forholdet 
mellom autonomistøtte og arbeidsengasjement, mens selv-målsetting delvis medierte forholdet 
mellom utviklingsstøtte og arbeidsengasjement. Denne studien fremhever følgelig hvordan ulike 
empowermentbaserte ledelsesatferder har potensiale til å skape motivasjon hos ansatte, noe som 
gjør at de blir mer engasjert i arbeidet sitt på disse dagene.  
Nøkkelord: Dagbokstudie, empowermentbasert ledelse, autonomistøtte, utviklingsstøtte, 
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In order to be dominant in a global economy, organizations are forced to take an interest in 
more than mere profitability (Mendes & Stander, 2011, p. 1). To be successful, they need to focus on 
both health and performance (Conley, 2007). While performance is linked with productivity (Stahl, 
Zimmerer & Gulati, 1984), it has been argued that the main outcome of a healthy organization is the 
retention of talent (Davenport & Harris, 2007; Ulrich, Brockbank, Johnson, Sandholtz & Younger, 
2008), which is crucial in order to avoid negative implications such as high economic costs and 
disrupted social and communicative structures (Bergiel, Nguyen, Clenney & Taylor, 2009). As a result, 
the past decade has witnessed a sharp increase in scientific studies on work engagement (Albrecht, 
in press; Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008), which is linked with both health and performance 
related outcomes (e.g., Schaufeli, Taris, & van Rhenen, 2008; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & 
Schaufeli, 2009; Bakker & Bal, 2010; Bakker, Demerouti, & Verbeke, 2004). 
The concept of work engagement has been deemed pivotal to successful organizational 
performance (MacLeod & Clarke, 2009; Saks, 2006; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 
2009). Yet, according to Jose and Mampilly (2015), a review of the available literature revealed a 
relative shortage of literature on the antecedents of work engagement. As they wrote, “it is the need 
of the hour to identify what exactly drives engagement” (Jose & Mampilly, 2015, p. 232).  
The Job Demands-Resources model states that employee work engagement is dependent on 
the level of job demands and resources present. To be more specific, the model predicts that work 
engagement will increase in situations where the level of job demands and job resources are high 
(Bakker et al., 2008). Accordingly, a vital challenge in leadership may be to influence the level of 
demands and resources in order to facilitate subsequent work engagement. While there are several 
leadership styles with the potential to do this, the empowering leadership style in particular seems to 
thrive in this regard. Indeed, a few studies have already investigated empowering leadership as a 
potential predictor of engagement (Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011; Greco, Laschinger & Wong, 2006; 
Mendes & Stander, 2011; Tuckey et al., 2012). These studies reveal that leaders who empower their 
employees tends to have subordinates who are more engaged in their work.  According to Tuckey 
and colleagues (2012), empowering leadership directly inspired employee engagement, optimized 
the working conditions for motivation by increasing the level of demands and resources and then 
strengthening the effect of such favorable working conditions. Despite these studies, there are still 
several important aspects of the relationship that has yet to be investigated. 
First, previous studies on the topic have ignored the dynamic, short-term effects of leaders’ 





depending on the day (Breevaart et al., 2014a, p. 139). In addition to this, work engagement has 
been known to vary greatly within persons (Xanthopoulou & Bakker, 2012), meaning that generally 
engaged employees may be more or less engaged on a specific day depending on the amount of 
resources available (Simbula, 2010; Tims, Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2011). Such daily fluctuations and 
within-person differences are not captured by the more traditional designs, and has not yet been 
considered in the relationship between empowering leadership and work engagement.  
Second, empowering leadership covers a wide range of behaviours and it remains largely 
unknown as to which of these behaviours are related to employee engagement. To elaborate, 
Amundsen and Martinsen (2014) developed and validated a meaningful two-dimensional measure 
that captures core practices that empowering leaders apply towards subordinates. They argue that 
empowering leaders mainly influence their subordinates through autonomy support and 
development support (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). However, we do not know which of these 
dimensions are related to engagement, nor to what extent.  
Third, and this is related to the second, no previous studies have investigated how and why 
the dimensions of empowering leadership may be related to work engagement. This is problematic 
for the concept of empowering leadership as it opens itself to the very same critiques that 
Knippenberg and Sitkin (2013) pointed out for the concept of transformational leadership. They 
argue that the current perspectives on transformational leadership fails to specify how each 
dimension has a distinct influence on mediating processes and outcomes, or, conversely, it remains 
unexplained how these are distinct dimensions that yet all operate through the same mediating 
processes, contingent on the same moderating factors (Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013, p. 2). Said in 
another way, in order for a multidimensional mediation model to make theoretical sense, it must 
include theory that explains the role of each individual element and the mediation processes by 
which each affects outcomes (Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013, p. 16). Such criticism applies to the 
concept of empowering leadership as well. No research has investigated the influence of autonomy 
support and development support on mediating processes and outcomes.  
The current study intends to address the first shortcoming by adopting a daily diary study 
design, which captures daily fluctuations in the variables under study. The second and third 
shortcoming will be addressed by investigating whether the two dimensions of empowering 
leadership have distinct influences on work engagement and whether they have distinct influences 
on mediating processes in these relationships. Previous research has shown that psychological 
empowerment and self-leadership strategies tends to have mediating effects in the literature 
(Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011; Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & Bhatia, 2004; Carless,2004; Dewettinck & van 
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Ameijde, 2011; Gregory, Albritton, & Osmonbekov, 2010; Amundsen & Martinsen, 2015; Seibert, 
Silver, & Randolph, 2004).  Amundsen and Martinsen (2015) went a step further and claimed that 
psychological empowerment and self-leadership mediates the effects of empowering leadership on 
subordinate outcomes. In addition, both variables have been shown to facilitate work engagement 
(Jose & Mampilly, 2015; Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti & Derks, 2016; Park et al, 2016). Thus, the 
current study will test, as outlined in figure 1 below, whether psychological empowerment is a 
mediator between autonomy support and work engagement. Self-goal-setting, being one of several 
strategies within the self-leadership concept, is hypothesized to mediate the relationship between 
development support and work engagement.  
By doing so, this study may give a contribution to the literature as the first to develop and 
test a theoretical model explaining the underlying mechanisms of the relationship between 
empowering leadership and work engagement on a daily basis. 
 
         Psychological empowerment 
                H2       H2 
   Autonomy support 
       H1a      
Empowering Leadership                                                                                                        Work engagement 
       H1b 
   Development support 
      H3            H3 
              Self-goal-setting 
 
Figure 1. An integrated model for the hypothesized relationships.  
The challenge of encompassing dynamic variables in studies of leadership and work engagement 
Cross-sectional study designs are certainly the most common method used in work and 
organizational psychology (Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen & Zapf, 2010). This implies that the variables 
have been measured at one point in time, and that conclusions are made on the basis of relatively 
stable constructs. This approach, however, has several weaknesses. While the cross-sectional 
method is appropriate when measuring stable traits, it ignores the impact of variables that are 





traits will still experience bad days from time to time. Thus, dynamic variables need to be 
measured differently than the more stable variables.  
The current study will address this issue by adopting a daily diary study design that spans 
over 30 days. With this design, variables are measured every day in order to capture daily 
fluctuations and thereby creating a more realistic and accurate description of the phenomenon 
under study. Adopting this method makes the current study unique, as it becomes the first study to 
investigate within-person differences in the relationship between empowering leadership and work 
engagement.  
Taking such an approach is important for several reasons. According to the homological 
views in theoretical modeling, constructs are expected to operate similarly across levels of analysis 
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Since support for the relationship has been found at the between-person 
level (Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011; Greco et al., 2006; Mendes & Stander, 2011; Tuckey et al., 2012,), 
finding support at the within-person level will add to the parsimony and breadth of theories in this 
relationship. If analysis at the within-person level fails to support the relationship, homology is 
rejected which sets boundaries and indicates the need for theory refinement (Chen, Bliese & 
Mathieu, 2005).  In addition, measuring variables at a daily basis will reduce recall bias and allows for 
the investigation of leadership in its natural context (Breevaart et al., 2014a).  
  
Theoretical Framework 
In the following section, the concept of work engagement, empowering leadership, psychological 
empowerment and self-leadership will be explained. In addition, hypotheses are developed and 
presented based on a combination of theory and previous research. 
Work engagement 
The concept of work engagement has recently gained increased attention among scholars. A 
search for “Work engagement” in PsychINFO, the leading database of academic publications in 
psychology, yielded 1353 hits, with almost all articles being published after the turn of the century. 
This is not surprising, as the information and service economy of the 21st century requires employees 
who are willing and able to invest themselves fully in their roles in order to compete effectively 
(Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti & Hetland, 2012, p. 305). This is because engaged employees are able 
to direct all their effort and energy into their work, which enables them to perform their work at high 
levels of both quality and quantity (Breevaart et al., 2016). In addition, it has been argued that 
engaging employees is the key to ensuring their overall wellness (Mendes & Stander, 2011). In other 
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words, fostering work engagement is beneficial, both for the individual employee and for the 
organization.  
Engaged employees are characterized as highly energetic and self-efficacious individuals with 
a positive attitude (Bakker et al., 2011). They are aware of the organizational context and work with 
others to improve performance within their roles for the benefit of the organization (Devi, 2009). 
Even though these individuals may feel tired after a long day of hard work, they describe their 
tiredness as a rather pleasant state as it is associated with positive accomplishments (Bakker et al., 
2011). To them, working is fun.  
Most scholars define work engagement as a positive and fulfilling work-related state of mind, 
characterized by vigor, dedication and absorption (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004, 2010). The concept 
captures how workers experience their work. The vigor component refers to high levels of energy 
and mental resilience while working. Thus, an employee who feels great vigor at work is highly 
motivated by the job and is likely to remain very persistent when encountering difficulties (Mauno, 
Kinnunen & Ruokolainen, 2007). Dedication means being enthusiastic about work and inspired by the 
work tasks. A dedicated employee is therefore characterized by a strong psychological involvement 
in one’s work (Mauno et al., 2007). Absorption, being the last component, is characterized by being 
fully concentrated and happily engrossed in one’s work and having the feeling that time flies 
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004, 2010). Some scholars have argued that this component is similar to the 
concept of flow (e.g., Gonzales-Roma, Schaufeli, Bakker & Lloret, 2006; Langelaan, Bakker, van 
Doornen & Schaufeli, 2006 and Llorens, Bakker, Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007). Flow refers to a state of 
mind in which people are so intensively involved in an activity that nothing else seems to matter 
(Mauno et al., 2007). A distinction can be made, however, in which flow is a short-term peak 
experience that may occur in any domain of life, whereas absorption is a more persistent state of 
mind which takes place specifically in the work domain (Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006; Schaufeli, Bakker 
& Salanova, 2006).  
 Even though this definition explicitly says that work engagement is a work-related state, the 
majority of previous studies have treated it as a relatively stable (trait-like) variable across time 
(Bakker, 2009; Macey & Schneider, 2008). However, individuals are not equally engaged at work 
across all days. There are indeed days on which employees feel more vigorous, dedicated and 
absorbed than on other days (Bakker et al., 2011). Recent diary studies have shown that 30-40% of 
the variance in work engagement is explained within persons over the working week (Sonnentag, 
2003; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Assessing the general level of work engagement therefore ignores 
the dynamic and configurational part of the phenomenon (Sonnentag, Dormann & Demerouti, 2010). 
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Thus, the current study views work engagement as a state rather than a trait. In this view, work 
engagement, or state work engagement, is defined as a transient, positive, fulfilling and work-related 
state of mind that fluctuates within individuals over a short period of time (Sonnentag et al., 2010), 
and is characterized by by vigor, dedication and absorption (Breevaart et al, 2012; Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2004).  
Stimulating work engagement can make a true difference for employees and may offer 
organizations a competitive advantage (Bakker et al., 2008, p. 188). The importance of engagement is 
certainly evident in the literature as it is positively associated with, among others, job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behaviour, performance and psychological 
well-being (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Koyuncu, Burke, & Fiksenbaum, 2006; Medhurst & Albrecht, 
2011; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). In addition, it has been found negative correlations 
between work engagement and psychosomatic health complaints (e.g., chest pain and headaches), 
anxiety, depression, turnover intention and burnout (Demerouti et al., 2001; Hakanen, Bakker & 
Schaufeli, 2006; Shuck, Reio & Rocco, 2011).  
Despite its importance, Blessing White’s 2011 report indicated that, out of the 10,914 
workers surveyed, only 31% are engaged. Such a discovery suggests that we do not know enough 
about the drivers of work engagement and that organizations are not investing enough effort to 
engage their employees. Indeed, “only very few interventions to improve work engagement exist and 
have been tested” (Schaufeli&Salanova, in press). The current study presents a way for organizations 
to facilitate work engagement by addressing the role of management. In this way, the study may 
support previous discoveries of leadership as an antecedent of work engagement and provide new 
knowledge about the underlying mechanisms in the relationship. 
Empowering leadership 
It has become a practical imperative for leaders to engage in empowering initiatives that 
involve their employees, as it is neither feasible nor realistic for leaders “to have all the answers” or 
“make all the decisions” (Lovelace, Manz, & Alves, 2007, p. 375). In addition, it has been shown that 
employees who are given greater opportunities for self-direction will manifest superior outcomes 
(Vecchio, Justin & Pearce, 2010). 
At its core, empowerment involves enhanced individual motivation at work through the 
delegation of responsibility and authority to the lowest organizational level where a competent 
decision can be made (Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). In other words, 
empowering leaders give influence to their employees, rather than having influence over them 
(Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). In this way, empowering leadership represents a fundamental shift 
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
7 
 
of power down the hierarchy to subordinates with high levels of appropriate knowledge and skills 
(Amundsen & Martinsen, 2015).  
The current study follows Amundsen and Martinsen (2014) and their definition of 
empowering leadership as “the process of influencing subordinates through power sharing, 
motivation support and development support with intent to promote their experience of self-
reliance, motivation and capability to work autonomously within the boundaries of overall 
organizational goals and strategies”. This definition presents three separate dimensions of 
empowering leadership, namely power sharing, motivation support and development support. In the 
same article, however, Amundsen and Martinsen (2014) only found support for a theoretical 
meaningful two-dimensional construct of empowering leadership, and defined a new dimension, 
autonomy support, which encompass the dimensions of power sharing and motivational support, 
whereas development support was found to be a statistically distinct dimension (p. 505-506). Thus, 
empowering leadership is defined as “the process of influencing subordinates through autonomy 
support and development support with intent to promote their experience of self-reliance, 
motivation and capability to work autonomously within the boundaries of overall organizational 
goals and strategies”. In the following, both dimensions of empowering leadership, and their 
associated behaviours, will be presented. 
The autonomy support dimension of empowering leadership consists of behaviours that 
either share power with, or motivates the employee (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). From a 
theoretical perspective, these behaviours provide the individual employee with autonomy and 
motivation in performing autonomous work-role activities (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014).  
Power sharing is an important prerequisite for employees to experience high levels of 
autonomy (Burke, 1986). It is a distinct reference to the leader’s delegation of formal authority to 
subordinates, such that they can make autonomous decisions (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014, p. 
489). In this way, employees are not just participating in the decision making, they have been given 
authority and responsibility to make decisions themselves. However, according to Vroom and Yetton 
(1973), unless a leader and subordinate share the same task objectives, delegation is unlikely to be 
effective. Thus, a leader should also coordinate goals at different levels in order to empower 
subordinates more effectively. According to Amundsen and Martinsen (2014), such coordination also 
implies sharing of other work related information, which in itself may be empowering (Kanter, 1977). 
For these reasons, Amundsen and Martinsen (2014) included coordination and information sharing 
as important behaviours to complement delegation under the category of power sharing.  
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
8 
 
 Motivation support is a set of leader behaviours aimed at promoting employees’ motivation 
to work autonomously (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). As Thomas and Velthouse (1990) pointed 
out, the word “power” in empowerment may have several meanings. They argue that “to empower” 
is not only about the delegation of formal power, but may also mean “to energize” or “to give 
energy”. This notion is important, as it is not sufficient to provide employees with increased 
autonomy, they also have to be motivated to work autonomously (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014, p. 
488). According to Amundsen and Martinsen (2014), an empowering leader may provide such 
motivation by encouraging personal initiative and goal focus, supporting efficacy and creating a 
climate where employees feel inspired.  
 Development support is the second dimension of empowering leadership and includes 
behaviours that influence employees’ continuous learning and development (Amundsen & 
Martinsen, 2014). One way an empowering leader may facilitate learning and development is 
through role modeling. Model learning is a component in social cognitive theory which states that a 
person’s cognitive processes, behaviours and environmental influences may all be related (Bandura, 
1986). This implies that behaviour may be learned or modified by observing others (Sims & Lorenzi, 
1992).  
Another way in which an empowering leader stimulates learning and development is through 
guidance (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). In this context, leaders may guide their employees from 
dependence upon the leader to independent self-leadership (Manz & Sims, 2001). The process of 
giving guidance may take several forms, such as teaching or coaching the individual subordinate 
(Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014), and is aimed at facilitating learning and mastery. This is important, 
as the benefits of having high levels of autonomy and the motivation to work autonomously are 
limited if the individual lacks the appropriate knowledge and skills to handle the new responsibilities 
(Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014).  
 In sum, the empowering leader provides autonomy, motivation to work autonomously and 
develop knowledge and skills in their subordinates. A potential outcome of these behaviours, for the 
individual employee, is increased engagement at work.  
The Job Demands-Resources Model - bridging the leadership vs. work engagement relationship 
A theory that previously has been applied in studies of work engagement is the job demands-
resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). The model assumes that every workplace consists of 
various job demands and job resources which may lead to either job strain or motivation in the form 
of work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job demands are those physical, psychological, 
social or organizational aspects of the job that require sustained physical and/or psychological effort 
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or skills and are therefore associated with certain physiological and/or psychological costs (Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2007, p. 312). Job resources, on the other hand, are those physical, psychological, social 
or organizational aspects of the job that are either functional in achieving work goals, reduce job 
demands and the associated costs or stimulating personal growth, learning and development (Bakker 
& Demerouti, 2007, p. 312). Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti and Schaufeli (2009) further 
expanded the model by integrating personal resources, which refers to the positive self-evaluations 
that are linked to resiliency and refer to individuals’ sense of their ability to control and impact upon 
their environment successfully (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, & Jackson, 2003).  
 The model assumes that job and personal resources activate a motivational process whereby 
perceived resources that are instrumental in achieving work goals can also foster employee’s growth, 
learning and development; satisfy need for autonomy and competence; and increase willingness to 
dedicate one’s efforts and abilities to the work task (Crawford, LePine & Rich, 2010). These 
perceptions and beliefs increase the degree to which individuals are willing to invest their selves into 
their role performances (Crawford et al., 2010, p 836). As such, the model assumes a positive 
relationship between resources and engagement.   
The model also suggest that job demands may compliment resources in facilitating 
subsequent work engagement. Initially, job demands are assumed to activate an energy depletion 
process whereby an employee’s sustained increases in effort to meet perceived job demands are 
met with an increase in compensatory psychological and physiological costs that drain the 
employee’s energy (Crawford et al., 2010, p. 836). However, if employees have resources available to 
them, they should be more willing to invest themselves in response to demands. Because job 
resources are functional in achieving work goals, and personal resources refer to a sense of ability to 
control and impact upon the environment successfully, having resources available should help 
employees feel more confident and secure that expending their effort will allow them to successfully 
meet the demands. In this way, the demands are perceived as challenges with the opportunities to 
learn, achieve and demonstrate the type of competence that tends to get rewarded (Crawford et al., 
2010). This is in line with Macey and Schneider’s (2008) view that demands promote engagement 
when employees trust their investment of time and energy will be rewarded in some meaningful 
way.  
According to the model then, both job -and personal resources will lead to work 
engagement, especially in situations where job-demands are high (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Thus, 
the model implies that if the empowering leader’s behaviours are functional in achieving goals or 
stimulating personal growth, learning and development, then these behaviours should also function 
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as job resources in promoting subsequent work engagement.  The following section will address this 
process more closely by considering previous research as well as accounting for daily fluctuations.  
Autonomy support, development support and work engagement 
The role of the leader in fostering work engagement has received limited research attention 
(Bakker, Albrecht & Leiter, 2011, p. 13). Recently however, a handful of studies have surfaced, 
showing that leaders have the potential to influence employee engagement (Breevaart et al. 2014a; 
Jose & Mampilly, 2015; Mendes & Stander, 2011; Tims et al. 2011; Breevaart et al. 2016; Tuckey et al. 
2012). Among these studies, most have focused on a transformational leadership style. Only four 
articles were found on the relationship between empowering leadership and work engagement 
(Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011; Greco et al., 2006; Mendes & Stander, 2011; Tuckey et al. 2012). These 
articles showed that leaders who empower their employees also have subordinates with a higher 
level of work engagement. However, these studies were all cross-sectional in design, and thus failing 
to control for state variances at the within-person level. In addition, neither of these studies 
investigated the separate contributions of each dimension of empowering leadership.  
 According to Tuckey and colleagues (2012), empowering leadership can play an intrinsic and 
an extrinsic motivational role to stimulate work engagement (p. 17). They argue empowering 
leadership behaviours should enhance followers’ capacity for self-determination and feelings of 
mastery, and thus contribute to intrinsic motivation. Extrinsically, the outcome of a heightened sense 
of mastery and self-determination is enhanced motivation for task accomplishments (Conger & 
Kanungo, 1988). Thus, they hypothesized that empowering leadership should directly promote work 
engagement through intrinsic and extrinsic motivational processes (Tuckey et al. 2012).  
 As mentioned in the previous section, the Job Demands-Resources model outlines how work 
engagement arises through a motivational pathway whereby adequate levels of job and personal 
resources promote the channeling of energy into work tasks (Tuckey et al. 2012, p. 16). A number of 
studies have supported the model by showing that job resources boost work engagement 
particularly when job demands are high (Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007; 
Hakanen, Bakker, & Demerouti, 2005). This is interesting for the concept of empowering leadership, 
as both autonomy support and development support may be considered job resources by definition, 
as these behaviours are likely to be functional in achieving work goals (i.e., more decision latitude) or 
stimulating personal growth, learning and development (i.e., receiving coaching) (Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2007). Tuckey and colleagues (2012) showed that empowering leaders place additional 
demands on followers. At the same time, however, they showed that empowering leaders equip 
their followers with the resources necessary to deal with these additional demands. For instance, 
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autonomy supportive behaviours such as participative decision making, and development supportive 
behaviours such as coaching toward better problem solving, should provide more leverage – in the 
form of self-determination and control – for followers to utilize the available resources to deal with 
job demands (Tuckey et al., 2012, p. 18).  
 On a daily basis, this means employees are more engaged in their work on days when they 
have more job resources available to them (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009; 
Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Heuven, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2008). In other words, on days when the 
leader exercise more autonomy- or development supportive behaviours, subordinates are likely to 
perceive having more available job resources and thereby become more engaged in their work on 
these days. Research have also shown that job demands are positively related to state work 
engagement (Bakker, van Emmerik, Geurts, & Demerouti, 2008), while they drain energy in the long 
term and are therefore negatively associated with trait-like work engagement (Breevaart et al., 2012, 
p. 306). On the basis of these findings and in line with the job demands-resources model, it seems 
likely that daily empowering leader behaviours, in the form of either autonomy- or development 
support, will increase the daily level of demands and resources for the employees and thereby 
facilitate daily work engagement.  
To my knowledge, no other studies have investigated the relationship between daily 
empowering leadership and state work engagement. This is important, as the antecedents of trait 
and state work engagement appear to be different (Breevaart et al., 2012, p. 306). To elaborate, 
although empowering leadership has been shown to predict trait-like work engagement (Greco et al., 
2006; Mendes & Stander, 2011; Tuckey et al., 2012), it is unknown whether this is the case on a daily 
basis. However, a few studies have been conducted on the effect of daily transformational leadership 
on state work engagement (Breevaart et al., 2014a; Breevaart et al., 2016; Tims et al., 2011). These 
studies revealed that employees were more engaged in their work on days when leaders used more 
transformational leadership behaviours, because the environment was perceived to be more 
resourceful on these days (Breevaart et al., 2016, p. 311). Since an empowering leadership style also 
influences the resourcefulness of the work environment (Tuckey et al., 2012), it is likely that daily 
empowering leader behaviours in the form of autonomy support and development support will 
contribute to higher levels of state work engagement.  
 Based on the aforementioned arguments, theory and research findings, the following 
hypotheses are formulated: 
Hypothesis 1a: Daily autonomy supportive behaviours are positively related to employees’ 
daily level of work engagement. 
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
12 
 
Hypothesis 1b: Daily development supportive behaviours are positively related to employees’ 
daily level of work engagement. 
Even if these hypotheses hold true, the question still remains as to how the variables are 
related. As Avolio, Zhu, Koh and Bhatia (2004) put it, “the mechanisms and processes by which… 
leaders exert their influence on their follower’s motivation and performance have not been 
adequately addressed in the literature” (p. 951). Although this phrase may be somewhat outdated, 
the amount of mediator articles published the last couple of years indicate that this is still a 
challenge.  As such, the current study intends to go further by investigating the “how’s” and “why’s” 
of the proposed relationships.  
The quest for mediators 
So far it has been suggested that the balance between demands and resources is important 
for work engagement, and that the leader has the potential to strengthen this connection in a 
favorable way. Yet to be addressed, however, is the mechanisms underlying the relationship. In other 
words, although there has been proposed a link between the dimensions of empowering leadership 
and work engagement, the question still remains as to how and why these relationships work.  
Uncovering mediators provides an answer to this, by providing substantive interpretations of 
the underlying mechanisms in a given relationship (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2015). For example, 
there is a positive association between empowerment climate and job satisfaction, because an 
empowerment climate leads to feelings of psychological empowerment, which in turn facilitates job 
satisfaction (Seibert, Silver & Randolph, 2004). This implies that if an empowerment climate did not 
lead to psychological empowerment, there would have been no association between empowerment 
climate and job satisfaction.  
Since empowering leadership consists of several different behaviours, grouped in two 
separate dimensions, it becomes important to specify how and why each dimension relates to 
specific outcomes. This can be accomplished by uncovering mediator variables for each dimension in 
the relationship under study. The following section is only intended to present two potential 
mediators and briefly explain why they may be relevant in the proposed relationships. In other 
words, this section is intended to justify the choice of mediators. The actual hypothesis for each 
mediator is not presented until the end of the next two sections.  
In their theoretical discussion of empowering leadership, Amundsen and Martinsen (2015) 
suggested that psychological empowerment and self-leadership may be regarded as important 
empowering characteristics, stating that:  
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“Together with empowering leadership, psychological empowerment and self-leadership are inseparably tied 
to the empowering concept itself and represent necessary “be and do” characteristics respectively of 
empowered employees that mediate the effect of empowering leadership on subordinate outcomes” (p. 305).  
Drawing from this citation, both psychological empowerment and self-leadership are viewed as 
employees’ reactions to empowering leader behaviours, with the potential to affect outcomes such 
as work engagement.  
Psychological empowerment has been defined as intrinsic motivation manifested in four 
cognitions: meaning, competence, self-determination and impact (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). These 
cognitions reflect the individual’s orientation to his or her work role (Spreitzer, 1995). Since the 
concept revolves around employees’ sense of ability to control and impact upon the environment, it 
may by definition be regarded as a personal resource (Hobfoll et al., 2003). Xanthopoulo and 
colleagues (2007) empirically showed that job resources breed personal resources and in turn 
enhance engagement. Accordingly, it is therefore likely that empowering leadership behaviours, 
perceived as job resources, will lead to increased feelings of psychological empowerment, a personal 
resource, and in turn enhance work engagement.  
After reviewing the literature, Jose and Mampilly (2015) found an association between all 
four components of psychological empowerment and work engagement. In the same article, they 
also showed that psychological empowerment fully mediated the relationship between perceived 
supervisor support and work engagement (Jose & Mampilly, 2015). Thus, empirical findings suggest 
that psychological empowerment may mediate the relationship between empowering leadership 
and work engagement.  
Self-leadership is viewed as a set of strategies and skills that individuals use to influence 
themselves toward higher levels of performance and effectiveness (Manz & Sims, 1989). The concept 
consists of three distinct, but complimentary strategies: behaviour focused, natural reward and 
constructive thought pattern strategies (Manz & Sims, 2001). Behaviour focused strategies consists 
of self-observation, self-goal setting, self-reward and self-correcting feedback (Manz & Neck, 2004). 
Natural reward strategies revolve around the discovery and focus on the enjoyable and intrinsic 
motivating aspects of the task at hand, and to seek activities that provide pleasure (Houghton & 
Neck, 2002; Manz, 1986). Finally, the constructive thought pattern strategies include positive self-
talk, raising the consciousness about beliefs and assumptions to change dysfunctional thinking and 
visualizing successful performance (Houghton & Neck, 2002). Through these strategies, people 
control their own actions and thinking to reach personal and organizational goals (Manz & Sims, 
2001; Neck & Manz, 2010; Prussia, Anderson & Manz, 1998).  
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Early definitions of empowering leadership stated that the leader’s role is to “lead others to 
lead themselves” (Manz & Sims, 2001). Indeed, studies have revealed a positive relationship between 
empowering leadership and subordinate self-leadership (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014, 2015; 
Tekleab, Sims, Yun, Tesluk & Cox, 2008; Yun, Cox & Sims, 2006). In addition, self-leadership has also 
been shown to predict subordinate work engagement. For instance, Breevart and colleagues (2016) 
showed that employees were more engaged in their work when they used more self-leadership 
strategies. Park and colleagues (2016) further supported this by showing a significant effect from 
self-leadership on work engagement. These empirical findings indicate that self-leadership has the 
potential to mediate the relationship between empowering leadership and work engagement.  
However, a potential disadvantage of including the self-leadership concept as a mediator is 
that it consists of several different strategies. If these strategies are not studied separately, it is 
impossible to derive which specific strategies are in fact contributing to the mediation effect, nor can 
anything be concluded about the extent to which each strategy explains the relationship. It is even 
possible that some of the strategies have a negative impact on the mediation. For instance, 
Breevaart and colleagues (2014b) found that only three of the five dimensions of self-leadership 
loaded significantly on the factor self-management, and that these three dimensions were the only 
ones related to job resources. To be more specific, self-goal-setting, self-observation and self-cuing 
loaded significantly on the factor self-management and were positively related to job resources, 
whereas self-reward and self-punishment were unrelated. In addition, since the strategies of self-
leadership are relatively different in their nature, studying them separately may yield more insight 
and increase the overall knowledge of the self-leadership concept as a whole. As such, the current 
study will focus solely on the self-goal-setting strategy of self-leadership, leaving the remaining 
strategies to future research.  
Self-goal-setting was chosen for the current study, largely based on its theoretical ability to 
facilitate work engagement and because it is a strategy that is trainable. Since goal setting may be 
regarded as a strategy, its role in the relationship under study is illustrated in the Personal resources 
adaptation model (Heuvel, Demerouti, Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010). According to the model, job 
resources indirectly affects coping strategy through personal resources (Heuvel et al., 2010; 
Xanthopoulo et al., 2007) which ultimately enhances work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; 
Heuvel et al., 2010). Thus, empowering leadership behaviours (being regarded as job resources) may 
stimulate self-goal-setting behaviour in the cadets and in turn facilitate work engagement.   
At last, referring to Knippenberg and Sitkin’s (2013) critique against transformational 
leadership, the question regarding each dimension’s separate contribution towards outcomes has 
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yet to be addressed. The following two sections intends to address this issue by clarifying how each 
dimension of empowering leadership has a distinct influence on the mediators, and thereby 
explaining how each dimension may contribute to work engagement through separate influence 
processes. A mediation hypothesis is presented at the end of both sections.   
Autonomy support, psychological empowerment and work engagement 
  In order for a subordinate to be psychologically empowered, he or she has to experience 
intrinsic motivation through feelings of meaning, competence, self-determination and/or impact 
(Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). Within the autonomy support dimension of empowering leadership are 
several behaviours with the potential to stimulate these feelings, which in turn should facilitate work 
engagement.  
 The cognition of meaning concerns a sense of feeling that one’s work is personally important 
(Zhang & Bartol, 2010, p. 110). One of the specific behaviours that an empowering leader utilizes to 
influence a subordinate is information sharing (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). To be more specific, 
an empowering leader can enhance the meaningfulness of work by providing information about the 
overall goals and mission (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). The leader may also provide information to help 
an employee understand the importance of one’s contribution not only to the unit but also to the 
organization, and thereby creating a stronger sense of meaning (Baek-Kyoo, Doo & Sewon, 2016). 
May, Gilson and Harter (2004) noted that meaningfulness in work fosters employees’ motivation and 
attachment to work, and thereby resulting in work engagement.  
 The cognition of competence refers to self-efficacy, or belief in one’s ability to successfully 
perform tasks (Zhang & Bartol, 2010, p. 110). An empowering leader supports follower efficacy by 
listening to their subordinates’ opinions, ideas and suggestions which may contribute to a feeling of 
being considered and taken into account, which may have implications for efficacy (Deci, Conell & 
Ryan, 1989). In addition to this, an empowering leader should be familiar with their subordinates’ 
capabilities and encourage the use of their competences, which in turn may contribute to the 
development of their self-efficacy beliefs (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). The empowering leader 
should also show interest, confidence and trust and thereby enhancing subordinates’ positive 
thought pattern and self-efficacy beliefs (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). In relation to work 
engagement, Maslach, Schaufeli and Leiter (2001) found it to be strongly correlated with self-
efficacy.  
 The cognition of self-determination indicates perceptions of freedom to choose how to 
initiate and carry out tasks (Zhang & Bartol, 2010, p. 110). The empowering leader may stimulate this 
cognition by delegating authority, which involves the leader giving freedom to the subordinate, so 
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that he or she may choose how to initiate and carry out tasks (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). When 
a subordinate is given such formal freedom, it is reasonable to expect that the subordinate’s 
perception of freedom is affected, and thereby creating feelings of self-determination. Indeed, 
research supports this, asserting that “empowering leaders provide employees with feelings of self-
determination by encouraging the individual to decide how to carry out their jobs and removing 
bureaucratic constraints” (Baek-Kyoo et al., 2016, p. 1074). According to the Job demands-resources 
model, providing such autonomy will start a motivation process that leads to work engagement 
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).  
 Finally, the cognition of impact represents the degree to which one views one’s behaviours 
as making a difference in work outcomes (Zhang & Bartol, 2010, p. 110).  Amundsen and Martinsen 
(2015) argued that an empowering leader promotes subordinates’ participation in decision making 
and provides efficacy support, which may give rise to feelings of having an impact (p. 307). Said in 
another way, if employees feel that their ideas are respected and valued in a decision-making 
process, they will have a strong sense of control over the immediate work situation and their sense 
of impact will be heightened (Baek-Kyoo et al., 2016, p. 1074). Although there is less evidence to 
support the association between impact and engagement (Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011), Stander and 
Rothmann (2010) argued that individuals’ belief that their actions are making a difference in their 
organization will contribute to work engagement.  
In sum, it appears that the behaviours in the autonomy support dimension have the potential 
to affect all four cognitions of psychological empowerment, and that each of these four cognitions in 
turn may contribute to work engagement.   
 The link between the autonomy support dimension and psychological empowerment may 
also be theoretically meaningful. According to the Self-determination theory, individuals will 
experience intrinsic motivation when they have satisfied the need for autonomy, competence and 
relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Following the previous arguments, then, it is likely that 
subordinates will experience intrinsic motivation as a reaction to their leader’s power sharing and 
motivational supportive behaviours, as these may satisfy the need for autonomy (self-determination) 
and competence. 
 Another theory that lends support to the proposed relationship is Lachinger’s extended 
version of Kanter’s structural empowerment theory (1977, 1993), which includes Spreitzer’s (1995) 
notion of psychological empowerment (Laschinger, Gilbert, Smith & Leslie, 2010). Here, structural 
empowerment is the perception of the presence or absence of empowering conditions in the 
workplace (Laschinger, Finegan & Wilk, 2009). Job characteristics which offer employees greater 
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autonomy and control over their jobs are emphasized as important empowering conditions (Leach, 
Wall & Jackson, 2003). Thus, an empowering leader’s support for autonomy may be regarded as a 
form of structural empowerment. In the extended version, psychological empowerment is conveyed 
as the mechanism through which structural empowerment affects employees’ work attitudes and 
behaviours (Lachinger et al., 2010). In other words, psychological empowerment is employee’s 
reactions to structural empowerment conditions (Laschinger et al., 2009). Since an empowering 
leader’s autonomy supportive behaviours are regarded as a form of structural empowerment, it 
should stimulate feelings of psychological empowerment in the employees and thereby affect their 
work attitudes and behaviours.  
Based on the aforementioned arguments, theory and research findings, the following 
hypothesis is formulated: 
 Hypothesis 2: Psychological empowerment will mediate the relationship between daily 
empowering leadership behaviours, in the form of autonomy support, and employees’ daily level of 
work engagement. 
Development support, self-goal-setting and work engagement 
Several scholars have pointed out that the primary aim of empowering leadership is to lead 
others to lead themselves (Dewettinck & van Ameijde, 2011; Manz & Sims, 2001). Despite this, only a 
few studies have investigated the relationship between empowering leadership and subordinate self-
leadership (e.g., Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; Tekleab et al., 2008; Yun et al., 2006). Although these 
studies found support for a positive relationship between the two variables, none have looked at 
which of the empowering leader behaviours that facilitate subsequent self-leadership. Nor have any 
of the studies investigated which of the self-leadership strategies are more or less affected by the 
empowering leader’s behaviours. An important notion to highlight here is that self-leadership is not a 
stable characteristic. Instead, as several scholars have pointed out, self-leadership is a set of 
strategies that can be taught and learned (Frayne & Latham, 1987; Latham & Frayne, 1989; Manz & 
Sims, 2001). This automatically implies that self-goal-setting, being one of these strategies, may also 
be taught and learned. Thus, if the leader is an efficient self-goal-setter, he or she may teach this 
strategy to the subordinates.  
Modeling and guidance are the two behaviours within the development support dimension 
that an empowering leader utilizes to influence subordinates’ continuous learning and development 
(Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). Through modeling, the empowering leader displays daily behaviours 
that are observable by the subordinate and thereby creates daily opportunities for observational 
learning and behavioral modification. According to Sims and Lorenzi (1992), observational learning is 
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more likely to be effective when the person being observed is perceived to have status, power, 
success and/or competence. Thus, observational learning should be more effective when observing a 
leader as opposed to observing a coworker. In addition, empowering leaders are known to be 
effective self-leaders (Manz & Sims, 1991, 2001), and by repeatedly displaying or modeling such 
behaviours to their employees, it is likely that the subordinates will learn and develop self-leadership 
skills. Said in another way, the empowering leadership approach advocates the modeling of self-
leadership behaviours for the purpose of facilitating subsequent adoption of these self-leadership 
strategies by the follower (Manz & Sims, 2001; Pearce & Sims, 2002).  By doing this, employees will 
adopt the standards that they observe in the leader and then evaluate their own performance 
according to those standards (Manz & Sims, 2001, p. 61). In regards to the self-goal-setting strategy, 
leaders who “stretch” themselves with challenging self-set goals are likely to evoke the same sort of 
achievement oriented behaviour in their followers, making them set their own challenging goals. 
(Manz & Sims, 2001, p. 61). Since self-goal-setting is a behaviour focused strategy (Manz & Neck, 
2004) it should be easier for the leader to model, and for the employees to observe, as oppose to the 
constructive thought pattern strategies that are more cognitively focused.  
 In addition to modeling, empowering leaders may guide their subordinates from dependence 
upon the leader to independent self-leadership (Manz & Sims, 2001) by coaching and teaching them. 
According to Manz & Sims (2001), providing guidance is especially important in the beginning of an 
employee’s career with an organization. They argue that new employees are unfamiliar with the 
objectives, tasks and procedures of their positions, and they are not likely to have an adequate set of 
self-leadership skills (Manz & Sims, 2001, p. 60). Manz & Sims (2001) believes that only a minority of 
individuals in our society has had the natural opportunity to fully develop their own self-leadership, 
as institutions such as schools, family and military service inadvertently promote and encourage 
dependence rather than independence (p. 60). As a result, individuals learn to become accustomed 
to authority figures making decisions and assigning goals (Manz & Sims, 2001). This may be especially 
true in the current study, as the data is gathered from individuals in the military service on a voyage 
across the Atlantic, which is likely to be a completely new and unfamiliar context for most of the 
cadets. For these reasons, it is important that the leader provides guidance by giving constructive 
suggestions, instruction and coaching in order to develop self-leadership skills in their employees 
(Manz & Sims, 2001).  
 By providing guidance, the empowering leader may also facilitate self-goal-setting in their 
employees. A leader can provide such guidance by asking questions that foster this kind of behaviour 
(Manz & Sims, 2001). For instance, the leader can facilitate self-goal-setting behaviour in the cadets 
by asking questions such as “When do you want to have it finished?” and “How many will you go 
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for?” (Manz & Sims, 2001). By doing this, the empowering leader teaches the cadets to continually 
think about and develop their own self-set goals (Manz & Sims, 2001). 
  The process of giving guidance may be somewhat controversial, however. According to 
Morgeson (2005), hands-on coaching by external leaders may hinder long-term self-leadership by 
creating dependence on the leader. On the contrary, I follow Amundsen & Martinsen (2014) and 
argue that the guidance process of an empowering leader involves coaching and teaching employees 
how to utilize self-leadership strategies in order to empower them and thereby making them less 
dependent on the leader.    
 In sum, it seems likely that the behaviours in the development support dimension of 
empowering leadership have the potential to facilitate subordinate self-goal-setting. 
 While the literature reveals a positive relationship between self-leadership and work 
engagement (Breevaart et al., 2016; Park et al., 2016), a potential issue is that neither of these 
studies examined the separate effects of each self-leadership strategy on work engagement. This 
means that we cannot infer an effect from self-goal-setting on engagement on the basis of these 
studies. However, Bloom, Kinnunen and Korpela (2015) found a positive correlation between self-
goal-setting and work engagement. This finding may be further supported by theory. According to 
Latham, Mitchell and Dosett (1978), the standard or difficulty of self-set goals are higher than 
assigned goals. In addition, the first basic proposition of goal-setting theory is that goals energize 
performance by motivating people to exert effort in line with the difficulty or demands of the goal 
(Miner, 2015, p. 164). This implies that self-set goals, having a higher level of difficulty, should 
motivate people to exert more effort in a given task than assigned goals. The second proposition of 
goal-setting theory is that goals motivate people to persist in activities through time (Miner, 2015, p. 
164). Taken together, these propositions suggest that self-set goals are linked with the vigor 
component of work engagement, as they lead to high levels of energy and mental resilience while 
working. The third and final proposition of goal-setting theory is that goals direct people’s attention 
to relevant behaviours or outcomes, and away from nongoal-relevant activities (Miner, 2015, p. 164). 
Thus, setting a goal should increase an individual’s concentration while working and thereby 
affecting absorption, the last component of work engagement.  
Based on the aforementioned arguments, theory and research findings, the following 
hypothesis is formulated: 
 Hypothesis 3: Self-goal-setting will mediate the relationship between daily empowering 
leadership behaviours, in the form development support, and employees’ daily level of work 
engagement. 





The current study has adopted a quantitative diary study design where participants filled out 
a survey each day over a period of 30 days. Taking such an approach allows me to examine what 
causes daily changes in an individual’s score. For instance, the level of a person’s work engagement is 
likely to variate from day to day (Breevaart et al., 2012). Thus, the person’s score on work 
engagement is compared to his or her own score on work engagement on the other days, and 
thereby uncovering within-person differences. In contrast, a cross sectional design would compare 
the person’s score on work engagement with other people’s score, and thus capturing between-
person differences. When studying an unstable construct such as work engagement, solely looking at 
between-person differences will not provide an accurate or realistic description of the phenomenon. 
The diary methodology uncovers the dynamic part of work engagement (Breevaart et al., 2012), and 
was therefore considered appropriate for the current study.  
Participants 
The original sample consisted of 89 cadets, however, two of the cadets failed to complete 
their exams which was a prerequisite for participation. This resulted in a response rate of 97,8%, with 
68 of the participants being male and 18 being female (1 missing). As for their military background, 
79 were naval cadets while the remaining 7 were from the army (1 missing). The youngest cadet was 
19 and the oldest was 30. The average age was 23.  
Procedure 
All data in this study was gathered from cadets connected the Royal Norwegian Naval 
Academy, who participated in a mandatory 11-week voyage across the Atlantic. During this trip, the 
cadets were to function as the crew and officers of a sail ship named Statsraad Lemkuhl. They 
continually rotated in job roles and guard shifts in order to keep the ship operative at all times. They 
also rotated on the formal leadership roles, allowing each cadet to practice leadership as a part of 
their leadership education.  
 Before the voyage, the cadets where asked to fill out a survey measuring traits such as 
personality, gender and age. While on the sail ship, the cadets were asked to fill out a survey 
measuring dynamic variables such as work engagement and performance. This was done every day 
at 05:00 PM for 30 days.  
Ethics 
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The naval academy already had a concession from the Norwegian center for research data 
(NSD) for the gathering of anonymous data from the cadets. During the entirety of the research 
process, the cadets’ confidentiality was retained. In order to avoid the use of personal information, 
each of the cadets were given a code to remember. The code list was later destroyed on board the 
ship, so that the cadets where the only ones who could link themselves to the data. Before the study, 
the cadets signed an informed consent where they were given information regarding participation 
and the possibility of withdrawal at any time. Since diary studies can be demanding, in addition to 
the already demanding situations onboard the ship, the cadets were given information about the 
value of their contribution as well as a general feedback of the results after the voyage.  
Measures 
Daily work engagement was measured with a short version (9 items) of the Utrecht Work 
Engagement Scale (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá & Bakker, 2001; Balducci, Fraccaroli & 
Schaufeli, 2010). The statements were adapted to fit the cadets work related tasks and could be 
answered on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). The scale had a 
good internal reliability as the Cronbach’s alpha showed an average internal reliability of .872 
(Pallant, 2010).  Sample items are “On today’s shift I was full of energy”, “On today’s shift I was 
inspired by my job” and “When I woke up today, I was looking forward to my shift”.  
Daily empowering leadership was measured with a short version of Amundsen and 
Martinsen’s (2014) Empowering Leadership Scale. From their validation study (Amundsen & 
Martinsen, 2014), the six items with the highest factor loadings were chosen. Accordingly, three 
items for autonomy support and three items for development support. The scale was adapted to 
measure daily levels and could be answered on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 
(totally agree). Internal reliability was measured with Cronbach’s alpha at a daily level. The autonomy 
support subscale had an average internal reliability of .62, which is considered acceptable (Pallant, 
2010). The development support subscale had an average internal reliability of .80, which is 
considered good (Pallant, 2010). Sample items are “On today’s shift, my closest leader encouraged 
me to take initiative” and “On today’s shift, my closest leader provided guidance in how I can do my 
job in the best possible way”.  
Daily psychological empowerment was assessed with Spreitzer’s (1995) 12-item scale, which 
comprises three items each for the four subdimensions. The scale was adapted to measure daily 
levels and could be answered on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). 
The scale had an acceptable internal reliability as the Cronbach’s alpha showed an average internal 
reliability of .735 (Pallant, 2010). Sample items are “On today’s shift, the work I did was very 
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important to me”, “On today’s shift, I was confident about my ability to do my job”, “On today’s shift, 
I had significant autonomy in determining how I do my job” and “On today’s shift, my impact on what 
happens in my department was large”.  
Daily self-goal-setting was measured with three items from the behavioral focused strategies 
of the revised self-leadership questionnaire (Houghton & Neck, 2002).  The scale was adapted to 
measure daily levels and could be answered on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 
(totally agree). The scale had an excellent internal reliability as the Cronbach’s alpha showed an 
average internal reliability of .940 (Pallant, 2010).  Sample items are “Today, I consciously had goals 
in mind for my work efforts” and “On today’s shift, I have been working towards specific goals that I 




Table 1 contains the means, standard deviations and the estimated correlations between the 
variables under study. The correlations above the diagonal are at the within-person level, while the 
correlations below the diagonal are at the between-person level.  
At the day-level (within-person) there is a significant correlation between autonomy support and 
development support (r = .26, p < .01). Autonomy support also shows a significant correlation with 
work engagement (r = .16, p. < .01), psychological empowerment (r = .21, p < .01) and self-goal-
setting (r = .13, p < .01). In addition, development support is positively and significantly correlated 
with work engagement (r = .09, p < .01), psychological empowerment (r = .13, p < .01) and self-goal-
setting (r = .11, p < .01). Work engagement has a significant positive correlation with psychological 
empowerment (r = .51, p < .01) and self-goal-setting (r = .32, p < .01). Psychological empowerment 
and self-goal-setting also shows a significant correlation (r = .29, p < .01).  
 Table 1 also illustrates several significant correlations between persons. At this level, 
autonomy support is significantly correlated with development support (r = .48, p < .01). Autonomy 
support also has a positive relationship with work engagement (r = .43, p < .01), psychological 
empowerment (r = .51, p < .01) and self-goal-setting (r = .36, p < .01). Development support shows a 
positive relationship with work engagement (r = .42, p < .01), psychological empowerment (r = .54, p 
< .01) and self-goal-setting (r = .38, p < .01). As for work engagement, it is positively correlated with 
psychological empowerment (r = .77, p < .01) and self-goal-setting (r = .41, p < .01). There is also a 
positive relationship between psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting (r = .49, p < .01).  
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations and estimated correlations between the variables under study.   
     M SD 1 2 3 4 5  
1. Autonomy support   3.63 .55 1.00 .26** .16** .21** .13** 
2. Development support  3.00 .64 .48** 1.00 .09** .13** .11** 
3. Work Engagement   3.33 .62 .43** .42** 1.00 .51** .32** 
4. Psychological Empowerment  3.36 .55 .51** .54** .77** 1.00 .29** 
5. Self-Goal-Setting   3.37 .83 .36** .38** .41** .49** 1.00 
The correlations above the diagonal are at the within-person level and the correlations below the 
diagonal are at the between-person level. **p< .01 
 
Multilevel analysis 
Table 2 displays the results after testing a null model, a main model and a mediation model. The null 
model reveals that 23% of the variance in work engagement is explained by variance between 
individuals, while the remaining 77% is explained by variance within individuals. The main model 
shows a significant effect from the autonomy support dimension of empowering leadership on work 
engagement (B = .144, p < .01). The mediation model displays the effect from autonomy support on 
work engagement, after controlling for psychological empowerment. As a predictor variable, 
autonomy support is significantly related to both psychological empowerment (mediator) (B = .167, p 
<.01) and work engagement (dependent variable) (B = .144, p < .01). Mediation was tested with a 
mediation analysis in MlwiN version 2.35 (Rasbash, Steele, Browne, Goldstein & Charlton, 2015). The 
positive effect from autonomy support on work engagement was reduced after controlling for 
psychological empowerment, although the effect still remained significant (B = .052, p < .01). In order 
to test whether psychological empowerment carries the influence of autonomy support to work 
engagement, a Sobel test was performed (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The result show that the indirect 
effect was significant (z = 7.8, p < .01).  
Table 2. Multilevel estimates for the prediction of work engagement.  
    Null model  Main model  Mediation model 
    B  SE B  SE B  SE 
Constant   3.336       .03 3.292  .036 3.320  .036 
Autonomy support     .144**  .024 .052**  .022 
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Psychological empowerment       .549**  .025 
 
Variance level 1 (person) .089**(23%) .015 .099**  .017 .098**  .017 
Variance level 2 (day)  .301**(77%) .009 .279**  .009 .225**  .007 
 
-2 Log likelihood  4179.862  3301.547  2885.552 
Note: ** p < .01, * p < .05. N=87; Occasions: 2610  
Table 3 displays a main model and a mediation model for the remaining variables. The main 
model reveals a significant effect from the development support dimension of empowering 
leadership on work engagement (B = .089, p < .01).  The mediation model displays the effect from 
development support on work engagement, after controlling for self-goal-setting. As a predictor 
variable, development support is significantly related to both self-goal-setting (mediator) (B = .112, p 
< .01) and work engagement (dependent variable) (B = .083, p < .01). Once again mediation was 
tested with a mediation analysis in MlwiN version 2.35 (Rasbash et al., 2015). The positive effect 
from development support on work engagement was reduced after controlling for self-goal-setting, 
although the effect still remained significant (B = .056, p < .05). In order to test whether self-goal-
setting carries the influence of development support to work engagement, a Sobel test was 
performed (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The result show that the indirect effect was significant (z = 
3.69, p < .01).   
Table 3. Multilevel estimates for the prediction of work engagement.  
    Null model  Main model  Mediation model 
    B  SE B  SE B  SE 
Constant   3.336  .03 3.291  .036 3.304  .036 
Development support     .083**  .025 .056*  .024 
Self-goal-setting        .235**  .019 
 
Variance level 1 (person) .089**(23%) .015 .099**  .017 .102**  .017 
Variance level 2 (day)  .301**(77%) .009 .282**  .009 .261**  .008 
 
-2 Log likelihood  4179.862  3323.510  3171.318 
Note: ** p < .01, * p < .05. N=87; Occasions: 2610  




Summary of findings 
The main goal of the study was to investigate whether daily empowering leader behaviours, in the 
form of autonomy support and development support, are related to daily work engagement, and 
then further investigate how and why each of these two dimensions are contributing to work 
engagement. More specifically, it was investigated whether the relationship between autonomy 
support and work engagement works through psychological empowerment, and whether the 
relationship between development support and work engagement can be explained by self-goal-
setting.  
 In line with hypothesis H1a, the results reveal a positive relationship between the autonomy 
support dimension of empowering leadership and work engagement. Hypothesis H1b is also 
supported, as the results show a positive relationship between development support and work 
engagement. These findings suggest that empowering leader behaviours will facilitate subordinate 
work engagement, regardless if the behaviours are autonomy supportive or development supportive.  
  As for the mediators, psychological empowerment was found to mediate the 
relationship between autonomy support and work engagement, thus providing support for 
hypothesis 2. Support for hypothesis 3 was also found, as self-goal-setting mediated the relationship 
between development support and work engagement. Such findings indicate that the two 
dimensions of empowering leadership does indeed contribute to work engagement through distinct 
influence processes. In other words, this study supports Amundsen and Martinsen’s (2014) 
perspective on empowering leadership by specifying how each dimension (autonomy support and 
development support) has a distinct influence on mediating processes (psychological empowerment 
and self-goal-setting) and outcomes (work engagement).  
 In the following, daily variations in in work engagement will discussed before proceeding 
with the hypotheses in chronological order. Lastly, methodological considerations will be addressed 
followed by theoretical and practical implications and suggestions for future research.  
Daily variations in Work engagement 
A prerequisite for adopting a daily diary design when studying work engagement is that it variates 
from day to day. In the arguably most agreed upon definition, work engagement is described as a 
state of mind (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004, 2010), not as a stable trait or characteristic. Indeed, research 
has shown that 30-40% of the variance in work engagement is explained within persons over the 
working week (Sonnentag, 2003; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). In line with this, the results from the 
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current study suggest that work engagement fluctuates from day to day, as variations was mostly 
explained by variations within the cadets across the 30 days (77%). This amount of variance is 
considerably larger than what previous research has shown. A potential explanation is that the 
cadets rotated on the formal leadership role. In this instance, it is likely that the cadets differ in the 
extent to which they engage in empowering leadership behaviours, and the perceived amount of 
resources available should therefore variate accordingly, thus causing daily variations in work 
engagement. To be more specific, an implication of having a new leader each day is that the cadets 
are likely to experience different levels of autonomy and receive different types of coaching, 
depending on who is the leader on that day. As theory would have it (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), 
daily variations in the amount of available job resources should result in daily variations in work 
engagement. As such, a significant amount of variance is left to be explained by within-person 
fluctuations, justifying the current multi-level approach.  
The empowering leadership vs. work engagement relationship 
While previous research already has established a positive relationship between empowering 
leadership and work engagement (Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011; Greco, Laschinger & Wong, 2006; 
Mendes & Stander, 2011; Tuckey et al., 2012), the current study investigated the distinct influence 
from each of the two empowering leadership dimensions on work engagement on a daily basis. The 
results reveal that cadets who experience empowering leadership, either in the form of autonomy 
support or development support, will become more engaged in their work. 
 In line with hypothesis H1a, the results demonstrate that cadets who experience autonomy 
support on a daily basis will become more engaged in their work on these days. In other words, on 
days when the leader engages in behaviours that either share power with or motivates the cadets to 
work autonomously, they will become increasingly more engaged. This can be explained by the job 
demands-resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) where job resources are considered to be the 
main initiators of employees’ engagement.  Autonomy supportive behaviours may be considered as 
job resources in that they are functional in achieving work goals and reducing job demands (Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2007). For instance, the empowering leader may increase the likelihood of a cadet 
achieving a work goal by encouraging personal initiative and goal focus, and reduce the perceived 
demands from having high levels of responsibility by providing the authority to choose the way in 
which to approach situations. Thus, the more autonomy supportive behaviours a leader engages in 
on a specific day, the more job resources are perceived to be available by the cadets and thereby 
making them become more engaged in their work on that day.  
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
27 
 
To elaborate on this process, job resources either play an intrinsic motivational role because 
they foster employees’ growth, learning and development, or they play an extrinsic motivational role 
because they are instrumental in achieving work goals (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, p. 313). In the 
former case, autonomy supportive leader behaviours such as delegation of formal authority and 
efficacy support should fulfill the basic psychological needs for autonomy, relatedness and 
competence respectively (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). According to the Self-determination 
theory, having these basic human needs satisfied is essential for psychological growth, well-being 
and provides the individual with identified and intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000). In addition, 
the satisfaction of these needs in particular has been found to be positively related to work 
engagement (Deci et al., 2001). Thus, from a theoretical perspective, when the empowering leader 
engages in behaviours within the autonomy support dimension, the cadets’ basic psychological 
needs are satisfied, resulting in psychological growth, intrinsic motivation and work engagement.  As 
for the extrinsic motivational role, the effort-recovery model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) proposes 
that work environments that offer many resources foster the willingness to dedicate one’s efforts 
and abilities to the work task. In return, it is more likely that the task will be completed and that the 
work goal will be attained (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, p. 314).  In either case, be it through the 
satisfaction of basic needs or through the successful completion of a task, the outcome of available 
job resources is positive and engagement is likely to occur (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli & 
Salanova, 2007). This is in line with the results obtained by Tuckey and colleagues (2012), who found 
that empowering leadership promoted work engagement through intrinsic and extrinsic motivational 
processes. In sum, it appears that the daily autonomy supportive leader behaviours function as job 
resources in promoting daily motivation and subsequent work engagement among the cadets.  
  In accordance with hypothesis H1b, the results show that the empowering leader’s daily 
development supportive behaviours have a positive effect on the cadets’ daily level of work 
engagement. Thus, on days when the empowering leader engages in behaviours aimed at facilitating 
subordinates’ continuous learning and development, work engagement is likely to increase among 
the cadets on that day. Once again, the job demands-resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) 
provides a potential explanation for the relationship. The behaviours within the development 
support dimension may be regarded as job resources in that they are functional in achieving work 
goals, reducing demands or stimulating personal growth, learning and development (Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2007). For instance, when the leader either models a certain behaviour or guides the 
cadets through coaching and teaching, the cadets are presented with learning opportunities in which 
they can develop their knowledge and skills. Having the knowledge and skills necessary to complete a 
work task is likely to help the cadets achieve work goals. Knowledge and skills are also resources in 
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themselves, and should therefore reduce the perceived amount of demands associated with the task 
at hand (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Thus, being regarded as job resources, development supportive 
behaviours have motivational potential and lead to high work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 
2007, p. 313).  
 This process has similar theoretical explanations as to the relationship between autonomy 
support and work engagement. When a job resource fosters personal growth, learning and 
development, intrinsic motivation and work engagement arise (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). 
Accordingly, the leader’s role modeling and guidance should lead to intrinsic motivation, and thereby 
work engagement, as they influence the cadets’ continuous learning and development (Amundsen & 
Martinsen, 2014). In line with this, Amundsen and Martinsen (2014) showed that the two distinct 
dimensions of empowering leadership appeared to be consistent with supportive behaviours 
described as important for satisfying the basic psychological needs in the Self-determination theory 
(p. 506). Clearly, development supportive behaviours have intrinsic motivational potential. However, 
these behaviours may also play an extrinsic motivational role in facilitating work engagement, as 
learning through observation and receiving guidance should aid the cadets in achieving their goals 
and/or reduce demands. Thus, as the leader engages in role modeling or provides guidance, the 
cadets should be more willing to dedicate their efforts and abilities to the work task (Meijman & 
Mulder, 1998) and become more engaged in their work.  
The mediating role of Psychological empowerment 
According to hypothesis 2, psychological empowerment mediates the relationship between day-level 
autonomy support and work engagement. Following Baron and Kenny (1986), the required 
conditions for mediation were examined: (a) the predictor should be related to the outcome; (b) the 
predictor should be related to the mediator; (c) the mediator should be related to the outcome when 
controlling for the predictor; and (d) the predictor-outcome relationship becomes non-significant 
(full mediation), or becomes significantly weaker (partial mediation) after the inclusion of the 
mediator. Although all four conditions were met, the relationship between autonomy support and 
work engagement became significantly weaker, yet still remained significant after adding 
psychological empowerment to the equation. Thus, the results suggest that psychological 
empowerment partially mediates the relationship, leaving some parts of the relationship 
unexplained.  
 Psychological empowerment is, like work engagement, a motivational construct. In addition, 
most of the cognitions within the concept (meaning, competence and impact) are based on self-
evaluations and, to a certain extent, refer to individuals’ sense of their ability to control and impact 
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upon their environment successfully. As such, the concept of psychological empowerment is 
consistent with Hobfoll and colleagues’ (2003) definition of personal resources. For instance, the 
cognition of competence concerns the belief in one’s ability to successfully perform tasks (Zhang & 
Bartol, 2010, p. 110). Thus, it is an evaluation of oneself regarding the ability to successfully impact 
upon the environment. An implication of the nature of psychological empowerment, as a 
motivational construct and a personal resource, is that its mediating function can be explained by the 
extended Job demands-resources model (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007), which incorporates personal 
resources, and Hobfoll’s conservation theory (Hobfoll, 1989). 
 According to the model and consistent with research by Xanthopoulou and colleagues (2007, 
2009), personal resources mediates the relationship between job resources and work engagement. 
This process may be explained by Hobfoll’s conservation of resources theory (1989), which states 
that people do not only try to protect their resources, but also seeks to accumulate them. Since 
resources do not exist in isolation, developmental processes create “resource caravans” in a way 
that, for example, cadets having autonomy over their tasks (job resource) are likely to increase their 
self-efficacy beliefs (personal resource), which ultimately leads to higher work engagement 
(Xanthopoulou et al., 2009, p. 185). However, if job resources are not available, individuals will lean 
toward prevention of resource loss rather than attempting to gain new ones (Hobfoll, 1989). Thus, if 
job resources are available, individuals will seek to accumulate personal resources and thereby 
making them become more engaged in their work. This appears to be in line with the obtained 
results in the current study, as psychological empowerment (personal resource) mediated the 
relationship between autonomy support (job resource) and work engagement.  
 Even though there is a tendency for job resources to breed personal resources, this does not 
mean that all job resources may lead to all personal resources in any situation. For instance, although 
time may be considered a job resource, it is not given that time will lead to self-efficacy (personal 
resource), especially not across all situations.  Indeed, specific job and personal resources are usually 
incorporated as a function of the context under study (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). In this case, 
because the autonomy sportive behaviours are aimed at influencing the cadet’s autonomy and 
autonomous motivation, and because the outcome variable is motivational in it’s nature, the context 
indicates a need for a mediator variable that accounts for motivation.  Psychological empowerment 
was considered appropriate in this instance, as it concerns intrinsic motivation. However, although 
intrinsic motivation is essential, such motivation alone is not sufficient to feel psychologically 
empowered. In addition to being intrinsically motivated, one has to experience feelings of either 
meaning, competence, self-determination or impact. The current study included psychological 
empowerment as one unitary construct and did not investigate the potentially unique paths for each 
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cognition. Yet, previous research can be drawn upon to shed some light on the processes by which 
autonomy supportive behaviours affect each of the four cognitions of psychological empowerment.  
 The empowering leader may influence the cognition of meaning through the autonomy 
supportive behaviour of information sharing. To elaborate, an empowering leader can enhance the 
meaningfulness of work by providing information about the overall goals and mission (Conger & 
Kanungo, 1988). Feelings of competence, being the second cognition of psychological empowerment, 
is likely to be affected when the leader provides efficacy support (Deci, Conell & Ryan, 1989). Thus, 
when the leader listens to the cadets’ opinions, ideas and suggestions, feelings of being considered 
and taken into account arise which have implications for efficacy (Deci, Conell & Ryan, 1989). The 
autonomy supportive leader behaviours also seems to affect the third cognition of psychological 
empowerment. More specifically, feelings of self-determination is likely to be the outcome when the 
leader delegates formal authority, encourages the subordinate to decide how to carry out their jobs 
and removes bureaucratic constraints (Baek-Kyoo et al., 2016, p. 1074). At last, feelings of having an 
impact is likely to arise among the cadets when the leader promotes their participation in decision 
making and provides efficacy support (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2015, p. 307). In other words, if 
employees feel that their ideas are respected and valued in a decision-making process, they will have 
a strong sense of control over the immediate work situation and their sense of impact will be 
heightened (Baek-Kyoo et al., 2016, p. 1074). It is worth noting that all the leader behaviours 
mentioned in this section is considered by Amundsen and Martinsen (2014) to be autonomy 
supportive. As such, the results from the current study, combined with previous research, suggests 
that autonomy supportive leader behaviours have the potential to affect all four cognitions of 
psychological empowerment. An important notion to highlight here is that all the cognitions of 
psychological empowerment combine additively to create the overall construct (Spreitzer, 1995). 
This implies that the lack of any single dimension will deflate, though not completely eliminate, the 
degree of felt empowerment (Spreitzer, 1995, p. 1444). Thus, the more autonomy supportive 
behaviours the leader engages in on a given day, the more cognitions are affected which in turn 
increases the degree of felt empowerment among the cadets on that day.  
 Yet to be explained is how personal resources, or psychological empowerment in particular, 
facilitates work engagement on a daily basis. Research has previously established a positive 
relationship between personal resources and work engagement. For instance, Xanthopoulou and 
colleagues (2008) showed that self-efficacy, self-esteem and optimism (personal resources) make a 
unique contribution to explaining variance in work engagement, over and above the impact of job 
resources and previous levels of work engagement. Bakker, Gierveld and van Rijswijk (2006) made 
similar discoveries as their results demonstrated that those with the most personal resources scored 
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highest on work engagement. According to Judge and collaegues (2005), the more personal 
resources an individual possesses, the more positive their self-regard and the more goal self-
concordance is expected to be experienced. Individuals with goal self-concordance are intrinsically 
motivated to pursue their goals, and as a result they trigger outcomes such as work engagement, 
performance and satisfaction (Bakker et al., 2008). Thus, on days when the cadets are feeling 
psychologically empowered, they are intrinsically motivated with a positive self-regard as they feel 
like their work is personally important (meaning), believe in their abilities to successfully perform 
tasks (competence), perceive freedom in choosing how to initiate and carry out tasks (self-
determination) and/or view their behaviours as making a difference in work outcomes (impact). As a 
result, they should experience more goal self-concordance and become more engaged in their work. 
This is also supported by research, where psychological empowerment was found to positively 
influence employee engagement (Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011; Jose & Mampilly, 2015).  
 On a more specific level, it is likely that each of the cognitions of psychological empowerment 
make their own contribution to work engagement. It can be argued that each cognition represents a 
personal resource in its own right. For instance, Xanthopoulou and colleagues (2008) considered self-
efficacy to be an important personal resource in facilitating work engagement. In similar vein, the 
cognition of competence concerns an individual’s self-efficacy, or belief in one’s ability to successfully 
perform tasks (Zhang & Bartol, 2010, p. 110). In this way, feelings of competence, as a cognition of 
psychological empowerment, is considered a personal resource. The same goes for the cognition of 
meaning and impact as they are both, to some extent, based on self-evaluations, linked to resiliency 
and refer to individuals’ sense of their ability to control and impact upon their environment 
successfully (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, & Jackson, 2003). The cognition of self-determination appears 
to be more controversial in terms of categorization. Because it concerns the degree of perceived 
autonomy, it is an aspect of the job rather than a self-evaluation. As such, considering the cognition 
of self-determination as a job resource appears to be more accurate.  Following these assumptions, 
and according to the job demands-resources model, each cognition should make contributions to 
work engagement.  
 Once again, research can be drawn upon for support. According to May and colleagues 
(2004), meaningfulness in work fosters employees’ motivation and attachment to work, and thereby 
resulting in work engagement. Regarding the cognition of competence, it has been found to be 
strongly correlated with work engagement (Maslach et al., 2001). In addition, it has been found to 
fully mediate the relationship between day-level autonomy and work engagement (Xanthopoulou et 
al., 2009). The cognition of self-determination, being a job resource rather than a personal resource, 
should lead to work engagement through the motivational processes described in the job demands-
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resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). As for the cognition of impact, Stander and Rothman 
(2010) argued that individuals’ belief that their actions are making a difference in their organization 
will contribute to work engagement. Thus, it appears that all four cognitions of psychological 
empowerment have the potential to influence the level of work engagement among the cadets. 
Since the cognitions are argued to contribute additively to the overall construct of psychological 
empowerment, they should also contribute additively to the level of work engagement. This means 
that the more autonomy supportive behaviours the leader engages in on a specific day, the more 
cognitions of psychological empowerment are affected. This should in turn increase the overall 
degree of felt empowerment and result in higher levels of engagement among the cadets on that 
day.  
The mediating role of self-goal-setting  
According to hypothesis 3, self-goal-setting mediates the relationship between day-level 
development support and work engagement. Once again, the required conditions for mediation 
were examined (Baron & Kenny, 1986). All four conditions were met, but the relationship between 
development support and work engagement remained significant after including self-goal-setting. As 
such, it appears that self-goal-setting only partially mediates the relationship, thus leaving some 
parts of it unexplained.  
 Drawing from the definition, self-leadership is a set of skills and strategies that individuals 
use to influence themselves toward higher levels of performance and effectiveness (Manz & Sims, 
1989). An implication of this definition is that self-goal-setting, being a part of the overall self-
leadership concept, is also considered a skill or a strategy. For this reason, the personal resources 
adaptation model (Heuvel et al., 2010) may be help explain the mediating function of self-goal-
setting in the relationship between development support and work engagement. Although this 
model was developed to predict work engagement in dynamic contexts, meaning that it addresses 
how individuals react in the face of change, it was considered appropriate in the current study as the 
cadets are placed in a new and unfamiliar context. In addition, because they continually rotated on 
job roles and guard shifts, they were likely to experience change from day to day.  




Figure 2. The personal resources adaptation model.  
The model suggests that personal resources are translated into (cognitive) behavioral 
strategies which in turn have consequences for work engagement (Heuvel et al., 2010). These 
strategies are either applied to manage the external change environment (i.e job crafting and active 
coping), or to manage oneself (self-regulation and self-leadership) (Heuvel et al., 2010). As is 
displayed in figure 2, self-leadership, and thereby self-goal-setting, is proposed to be one of these 
strategies. Although there is no direct link between job resources and choice of strategy, the model 
suggests an indirect link where job resources breed personal resources, which in turn affects strategy 
(Heuvel et al., 2010).  In relation to the current study, development supportive behaviours (modeling 
and guidance) are aimed at influencing the cadets’ continuous learning and development, and may 
therefore be considered as job resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Thus, the model suggests an 
indirect link between development support and self-goal-setting. In this case, it is likely that when 
the leader models a certain behaviour and/or provides guidance, job resources are perceived to be 
available which should start a motivational process where the cadets invest resources in order to 
gain other resources (Hobfoll, 1989). In this way, the cadets may invest available job resources to 
gain personal resources.  For instance, Xanthopoulou and colleagues (2009) showed that the 
relationship between day-level coaching (a form of guidance) and work engagement was mediated 
by self-efficacy (a personal resource). Because personal resources are linked to resiliency per 
definition (Hobfoll et al., 2003), individuals with more personal resources should also be more 
resilient in the face of change (Heuvel et al., 2010). Maddi (2005) showed that resilient employees 
used more adaptive behavioral and cognitive strategies than less resilient employees. Thus, when the 
empowering leader engages in development supportive behaviours, job resources are perceived to 
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be available by the cadets which makes them accumulate personal resources, which in turn makes it 
more likely that they will engage in adaptive coping strategies, such as self-goal-setting, in the face of 
change. This process in turn should result in increased work engagement. As such, it appears that the 
results of the current study are in compliance with the model as daily development support from the 
leader facilitated daily self-goal-setting, which ultimately resulted in increased work engagement on 
that day.  
Although the personal resources adaptation model is helpful in explaining general 
tendencies, it does not provide a specific explanation of the relationship under study. For instance, 
the model doesn’t explain why role modeling and guidance by the leader makes the cadets engage in 
self-goal-setting. With basis in previous research, the following  paragraph  presents a more accurate 
and specific description of the relationship between development support and self-goal-setting.   
The following arguments are based on three assumptions made in previous studies. First, 
because self-goal-setting is considered a strategy, it can be taught and learned (Frayne & Latham, 
1987; Latham & Frayne, 1989; Manz & Sims, 2001). Second, empowering leaders are known to be 
effective self-leaders (Manz & Sims, 1991, 2001). This automatically implies that they are also 
efficient self-goal-setters. Third, empowering leaders influence their employees’ learning and 
development through role modeling and guidance (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). If these 
assumptions are true, the empowering leader should be able to transmit their self-leadership skills 
onto the cadets, be it through role modeling or guidance. According to Manz and Sims (2001), the 
first step in teaching self-leadership, and thereby self-goal-setting, is to practice self-leadership in a 
vivid and recognizable manner that can serve as a model for others (p. 61). Thus, when the leader 
displays self-goal-setting behaviours, it allows the cadets to learn and adopt these behaviours 
through observation. The leader may also facilitate self-goal-setting behaviour in the cadets by 
providing guidance in the form of coaching or teaching. In this instance, the verbal behaviour of the 
leader is critical (Mans & Sims, 2001). The leader can evoke self-goal-setting among their followers 
through a series of directed questions (Manz & Sims, 2001). For example, the leader might ask a goal-
related question such as “What will your target be?”. If the leader continually asks goal-related 
questions, combined with constructive suggestions, instruction and coaching in goal-setting, the 
cadets gets practice in thinking about and then implementing their own self-set goals (Manz & Sims, 
2001). Thus, previous research appears to be consistent with the obtained results in the current 
study, as role modeling and guidance were found to be behaviours that the empowering leader 
utilize in order to promote self-goal-setting behaviour in the cadets. In turn, when the cadets set 
their own goals, engagement increases. In the following, the latter process will be discussed in more 
detail. 
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 The theory of goal-setting revolves around why some people perform better on work tasks 
than others (Latham & Locke, 1991). If one cadet performs better than another, and they are equal in 
ability and knowledge, then the cause must be motivational (Latham & Locke, 1991). The theory 
states that the simplest and most direct motivational explanation of why some people outperform 
others is because they have different performance goals (Latham & Locke, 1991, p. 213). Indeed, 
goals are closely related to motivation and thereby work engagement. According to the goal-setting-
theory, there are three attributes of goal-setting in regards to motivated action (Latham & Locke, 
1991). First, a goal directs activity toward actions which are relevant to it at the expense of actions 
that are not goal-relevant (Locke & Latham, 1991, p. 227). For instance, in prose learning, giving 
readers learning objectives leads them to pay more attention to the content which is relevant to 
those objectives and less attention to the rest (Rothkopf & Billington, 1979). This implies that setting 
a goal in relation to the task at hand should help the cadets focus on actions that promotes goal-
attainment, while simultaneously directing focus away from actions that are not relevant to the goal. 
In this way, self-set goals affect the absorption component of work engagement as they help the 
cadets become fully concentrated in their work. Second, a goal regulates effort or energy 
expenditure in that people adjust their effort to the level of difficulty of the goal (Latham & Locke, 
1991). A notion to highlight here is that self-set goals usually have a higher level of difficulty than 
assigned goals (Latham et al., 1978). This implies that self-set goals should make the cadets exert 
more effort in a work task than if the goals were assigned. As such, self-goal-setting also relates to 
the vigor component of work engagement, which is characterized by high levels of energy while 
working (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004, 2010). However, the vigor component of work engagement also 
concerns mental resilience while working (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004, 2010), meaning that cadets who 
experience great vigor will remain very persistent, even when facing difficulties (Mauno et al., 2007). 
According to the third proposition of goal-setting theory, goals affect persistence through time. From 
a theoretical perspective, then, setting a goal for oneself while working will contribute to a positive 
and fulfilling work-related state of mind in which the cadets experience high levels of energy and 
mental resilience (vigor) and become fully concentrated (absorption) while pursuing the goal. This is 
also consistent with Latham and Locke (1991), who asserted that when effort and persistence alone 
is required for performance, training in self-goal-setting is effective.  
 Other theories of goal-setting may also be drawn from to elaborate on the relationship 
between self-goal-setting and work engagement. On the basis of Self-determination theory, Sheldon 
and Elliot (1998, 1999) proposed a self-concordance model for goal selection. According to the 
model, goals are defined as self-concordant when they are integrated with the “self” (Sheldon & 
Elliot, 1999). These goals are pursued because of either intrinsic motivation, meaning that the person 
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
36 
 
acts because the activity is inherently interesting, or because of identity congruence, which is when 
the person acts with a sense of choice and volition, even if the task is not interesting or enjoyable 
(Sheldon & Elliot, 1999; Brunstein & Gollwitzer, 1996; Little, 1993). The distinction here is not 
whether the goals are pleasurable or not, but whether the cadets feel ownership as they pursue their 
goals (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999). In one sense, all self-set goals are self-determined, yet this does not 
mean that they all have their origin in intrinsic values. Once again, consider a dull task such as 
cleaning the deck. In relation to this task, the cadets may set their own goals, but they will most likely 
not pursue these goals for intrinsic reasons, as the task is not perceived to be particularly interesting 
or challenging. However, because the goals were self-set, they should experience a sense of 
ownership and thereby identity congruence as they pursue the goals with a sense of choice and 
volition (Brunstein & Gollwitzer, 1996; Little, 1993). In this way, self-set goals are also self-
concordant, as they are integrated with the “self”. The pursuit of self-concordant goals has 
previously been found to promote sustained effort, which leads to high goal progress (Haase, 
Heckhausen, & Köller, 2008; Ryan & Connell, 1989; Sheldon & Elliot, 1998, 1999; Sheldon & Houser-
Marko, 2001; Sheldon, Ryan, Deci & Kasser, 2004).  Making progress toward a goal, in turn, has been 
found to be positively related to work engagement (Vasalampi, Salmela-Aro & Nurmi, 2009). This 
process is further supported by Bloom and colleagues (2015), who found a positive correlation 
between self-goal-setting and work engagement. Thus, one way in which the empowering leader can 
stimulate motivation, and thereby work engagement, is by modeling self-goal-setting behaviours and 
providing guidance so that the cadets may learn and implement this behavioral strategy themselves. 
Having a self-set goal to pursue should make the individual cadet exert more effort into the task and 
remain persistent even in the face of difficulties. This in turn should facilitate the cadet’s goal 
progress and subsequent work engagement.  
Methodological considerations 
In order to evaluate and interpret the results of the current study, strengths and limitations must be 
taken into consideration. First and foremost, most psychological variables are dynamic in their nature 
(Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010), including leadership (Breevaart et al., 2015) and employees’ work 
behaviours (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli & Hetland, 2012). As such, studying empowering 
leadership and work engagement on a daily basis was considered appropriate, if not necessary. 
Because the variables can variate from day to day within the same person, one may miss out on 
important information by not studying daily fluctuations (Ohly et al., 2010). A daily diary study design 
allows the researcher to capture both between-person and within-person differences (Ohly et al., 
2010), which in turn contributes to a deeper understanding of the processes that underlie dynamic 
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relationships in an organizational context (Dalal, Bhave & Fiset, 2014). This helps research move 
beyond the rather static models of human behaviour in the work context (Ohly et al., 2010).  
 Another strength lies in the amount of measurements, as all cadets (87) were measured on 
different variables each day for 30 days. Combined with a high response rate (<90%), this provides 
better opportunities to draw conclusions on the basis of statistical findings. The current study design 
also reduces the occurrence of retrospective bias (Reis & Gable, 2000). Thus, a daily diary design may 
reflect leaders’ behaviours more accurately as the cadets only have to think back over several hours, 
as oppose to several weeks or months, when they rate their leaders behaviours. In addition, the daily 
diary design provides a more comprehensive understanding as it examines leadership in its natural 
context, which tells us something about the extent to which trait like leadership processes are similar 
to state like leadership processes (Breevaart et al., 2014a). Despite the strengths, however, the 
current study also has limitations.  
 First, because the variables were measured onboard a sail ship, one cannot infer with 
certainty that every cadet followed the protocol. To elaborate, the cadets were instructed to fill out a 
daily survey at a certain time of day. However, because the cadets rotated on job roles and guard 
shifts and were constantly faced with demanding tasks, it is likely that they did not fill out the survey 
at the same point in time each day. This was difficult to control as the surveys were administered and 
filled out with the pen and paper method. In this instance, not following protocol may have 
consequences for retrospection. It is worth noting that this does not threaten the validity of the 
current study, but it is a common challenge in daily diary studies (Ohly et al., 2010).  
 The context in which the cadets operate is also important to consider. In this study, all cadets 
operated in a military setting with strict a hierarchical power structure. Although filling out the 
surveys was voluntary, it may not have been perceived as such. This means that the cadets may have 
answered the surveys because they feel like they have to. A potential consequence is an agreeing 
response set, which is a general “acquiescence” tendency that results in agreement with the rather 
general and authoritative statements of most questionnaires (Couch & Keniston, 1960). Thus, the 
cadets’ response to the questions in the survey may not reflect their true feelings. However, prior to 
boarding the sail ship, all cadets were informed that the results from the study could later be used 
for their own leadership development. It is assumed that this information may increase the likelihood 
of the cadets filling out the surveys because they want to, rather than because they have to.  
 Another aspect to consider is the fact that the cadets continually rotated on job roles, 
including the leadership role. Assuming that neither of the cadets have received extensive training in 
empowering leadership and self-leadership, it is possible, or even likely, that the influence of 
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development support on self-goal-setting is weaker in the current sample compared to an 
organizational setting with a formal leader. After all, a prerequisite for leaders to be able to teach 
self-goal-setting is that they themselves have learned to implement this strategy. 
 Another limitation lies in the sample. It is possible that only people with a certain personality 
type will apply to the navy. It is also possible that the selection process of the naval academy 
contains preferences for a certain personality type. For instance, the sample consisted of 78,2% male 
and only 20,7% female participants, ranging between the age of 19 and 30. This may reduce the 
overall generalizability of the results. However, because this study found significant relationships 
with the current sample, it is possible that these relationships become even stronger in a more 
diverse sample.  
 The current study has demonstrated the importance of investigating the extent to which the 
different dimensions of empowering leadership works through different mediators. However, this 
was examined through separate analyses. Ideally, these mediators should have been tested together, 
meaning that while investigating one of the mediators, the other one should be controlled for. 
Because this was not done in the current study, it may only be concluded that each dimension, 
separately, works through different mediators. As such, one cannot rule out the possibility that both 
dimensions work through both mediators.  
 In relation to the different scales in the current study, some showed an internal consistency 
below the preferred value. With a daily diary study design, researchers usually make use of scales 
that are created to measure general tendencies, and then customize them in order to measure daily 
fluctuations instead (Breevaart et al., 2014a). This has also been done in the current study. A 
potential implication is that some of the subscales may refer to an experience which cannot be 
answered or measured every day. In turn, this may result in lower inter item correlations and lower 
internal consistency for the specific scale on that day (Sonnentag, Kuttler & Fritz, 2010). For instance, 
the autonomy support scale showed an internal consistency of .475 on one of the days, which is 
considered too low according to Pallant’s (2013) guidelines. Although this is a potential limitation, 
scholars have argued that it is necessary to revise the scales in order to measure daily fluctuations 
(Ohly et al., 2010). Another aspect that may have contributed to lower internal consistency on some 
days is the length of the scales. According to Reis and Gable (2000), a daily diary study is relatively 
demanding for the participants as they have to fill out a survey every day. As such, the scales should 
be abbreviated in order to reduce the time that it takes for an individual to complete the survey. 
More specifically, it is recommended that it takes no longer than 6-7 minutes to complete the daily 
survey (Reis & Gable, 2000). Reducing the length of the questionnaire should, in turn, minimize 
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interference with work flow and maximize response rates (Breevaart et al., 2014b). However, with 
shorter scales comes lower internal consistency (Pallant, 2013). Despite this, the internal consistency 
doesn’t appear to be problematic in the current study. For instance, the average internal consistency 
of the autonomy support scale was .625, where everything above .600 is considered acceptable 
(Pallant, 2013). In addition, having low reliability will first and foremost reduce the likelihood of 
obtaining statistically significant results (Lance, Butts & Michels, 2006). Yet, the current study found 
statistically significant results in all instances, providing support for each of the hypotheses.  
 The data in the current study was gathered through the use of self-reports. This may 
potentially increase the risk of common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 
2003), which is systematical errors in the scores on the different variables as a function of the 
method used to gather the data. According to Conway and Lance (2010), self-reports may be 
appropriate, but the authors should always provide arguments for their decision to use self-reports. 
In the current study, it was recommended that the daily survey should not take longer than 6-7 
minutes to complete (Reis & Gable, 2000), in order for the cadets to answer truthfully and to 
maintain a high response rate. If the cadets were to rate others in addition to oneself, completing the 
survey is likely to take considerably longer than 6-7 minutes. In addition, the current study aimed to 
examine how perceived leadership behaviour is related to followers’ work engagement. Because job 
resources are considered the main predictors of work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), and 
each job and each individual have their own constellation of job demands and resources (Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2007), the cadets themselves are the best source of information. Also, work engagement 
is a private experience and should therefore be rated by the person experiencing this state of mind 
(Breevaart et al., 2014a). Besides, common method bias is rarely strong enough to bias results (Doty 
& Glick, 1998; Spector, 2006).  
Theoretical implications 
The current study contributes to theory in several ways. To my knowledge, this is the first study to 
investigate dimension specific paths in the relationship between empowering leadership and work 
engagement. It is also the first study to examine how and why each dimension of empowering 
leadership contributes to work engagement. In addition, the results demonstrate the importance of 
studying daily fluctuations in work engagement, as most of the variance in work engagement (77%) 
was explained by variations at the day-level (i.e., within-person variance).  
 While previous studies have investigated the relationship between empowering leadership 
and work engagement between-persons, the current study went a step further by also considering 
within-person differences. Support was found for the relationships at both levels. According to the 
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homological views in theoretical modeling, if constructs are found to operate similarly across levels 
of analysis (between-persons and within-persons), it adds to the parsimony and breadth of theory 
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). As such, the current study adds to the parsimony and breadth of 
empowering leadership theory, as the results show that each dimension affects work engagement 
both at the person- and day-level.  
 Prior to the current study, it was unknown which of the empowering leadership behaviours 
that contributed to work engagement. The current study addressed this gap in the literature by being 
among the first few to make use of Amundsen and Martinsen’s (2014) two-dimensional measure of 
empowering leadership. In this way, specific empowering leader behaviours are grouped into 
categories, and by investigating the separate effects of each category on work engagement, one can 
draw additional conclusions about the relationship. For example, in addition to knowing that 
empowering leadership facilitates work engagement, it may now also be assumed that coordination, 
information sharing, efficacy support and encouraging personal initiative, together, are autonomy 
supportive leader behaviours that function as job resources in promoting work engagement. Also, 
the joint effect of these behaviours is a motivational state in which the cadets feel psychologically 
empowered, which partially explains how and why the autonomy supportive behaviours leads to 
work engagement. Additionally, scholars now have reason to assume that the empowering leaders’ 
role modeling, teaching and coaching, together, are development supportive behaviours that also 
function as job resources in promoting work engagement. These behaviours, or job resources, makes 
the cadets set more goals for themselves. In this way, the motivational potential of goal setting 
partially explains how and why these behaviours facilitate work engagement. Thus, the current study 
provides new knowledge in this area which can be used for further theory refinement.  
 The current study also helps justify the two-dimensional approach to empowering leadership 
(Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014). According to Knippenberg and Sitkin (2013), in order justify a 
multidimensional construct (i.e., empowering leadership), it needs to be specified how each 
dimension has a distinct influence on mediating processes and outcomes. In regards to the two-
dimensional measure of empowering leadership, both dimensions were found to have a distinct 
influence on work engagement in addition to a distinct influence on mediating processes in this 
relationship. Additionally, this study contains theory that explains the role of each individual element 
in the multidimensional mediation model, including theory explaining the mediation processes by 
which each dimension affects the outcome. Thus, it meets the requirements proposed by 
Knippenberg and Sitkin (2013) in order for the model to make theoretical sense (p. 16). In this way, 
Amundsen and Martinsen’s (2014) two-dimensional measure of empowering leadership is defended 
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against some of the critiques that Knippenberg and Sitkin (2013) made against the multidimensional 
measure of transformational leadership.  
Practical implications  
Maintaining a high level of engagement among employees is important for organizations, as it 
contributes to the enhancement of work-life and promotes well-being (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). 
As such, it has become increasingly more important to develop theories and interventions that target 
work engagement. In this instance, the current study may be practically useful by providing a 
baseline from which new theories and interventions can be developed. The results show that leaders, 
through autonomy- and development support, may increase the overall level of engagement among 
employees, even on a daily basis. In addition, the results show that psychological empowerment and 
self-goal-setting partially explains the influence of autonomy- and development support, 
respectively, on work engagement.  
 According to Bass (1997, p. 328), different styles of leadership can be learned. In this way, 
leaders have a choice regarding what type of leader they want to be. This also implies that it is 
possible to train an individual to become an empowering leader. Thus, if an organization needs to 
make the subordinates more engaged, they can implement interventions targeting management and 
thereby teach the leaders to become empowering leaders. Once the training is complete and the 
leaders start to engage in autonomy- and development supportive behaviours, employees should 
become more engaged in their work. As such, this study goes beyond merely stating that 
empowering leadership interventions will contribute to work engagement. This study makes clear 
suggestions as to which behaviours should be included in these interventions. More specifically, 
empowering leadership interventions should be developed on the basis of Amundsen and 
Martinsen’s (2014) two-dimensional measure of the concept. This is because other measures of the 
concept may include other behaviours than what has been investigated in the current study. As such, 
one cannot know whether these “other” behaviours are related to work engagement in the same 
way.  
Previous studies have suggested that organizations should invest not only in leadership 
training for the formal leaders, but also in self-leadership training for the employees (Breevaart et al., 
2016). If organizations were to follow this suggestion, they would have to implement one 
intervention for the leaders, and another intervention for the employees. The current study suggests 
a more cost-effective approach where organizations only need to invest in one intervention. 
According to Amundsen and Martinsen (2014), role modeling and guidance are central behaviors in 
which the empowering leader provides opportunities for the cadets to learn and acquire self-
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leadership skills. If the empowering leader is also an efficient self-leader, he or she can model this 
kind of behavior to the employees, or provide coaching and teaching. In either case, the employees 
will acquire self-leadership skills. Thus, an organization should implement an intervention for leaders 
only, that includes training in both empowering leadership and self-leadership. In this way, the 
employees will receive their training in self-leadership through the leader, instead of having to 
participate in an intervention. By teaching the employees to set their own goals (a self-leadership 
strategy), leaders maximize their chances of having an engaged and well-performing workforce 
because employees become capable of motivating themselves (Breevaart et al., 20016, p. 320). In 
addition, providing leaders with empowering leadership training should have positive outcomes in 
terms of employee empowerment and engagement (Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011).  
The current study may have relevance for knowledge-based organizations, in particular. First, 
the nature of work has changed substantially in the last decades by becoming more complex and 
cognitively demanding (Humphrey et al., 2007). As a result, highly skilled and educated knowledge 
workers have become the core of a rapidly growing segment of the workforce (Parker, Wall, & 
Cordery, 2001). From a strategic human management perspective, it is important to match 
leadership style with employment modes to attain an efficient use of human capital (Amundsen & 
Martinsen, 2015, p. 318). The logic of Amundsen and Martinsen’s (2014) two-dimensional measure 
of empowering leadership, with its emphasis on employees’ autonomy, motivation and 
development, appears to be well-suited a knowledge-based employment approach to human capital 
(Liu, Lepak, Takeuchi, & Sims, 2003). In addition, knowledge workers are to a greater extent driven by 
intrinsic than by external motivational factors (Frost, Osterloh & Weibel, 2010). In this way, 
psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting become central constructs in knowledge-based 
organizations, as they both involve intrinsic motivation. Because the dimensions of empowering 
leadership were found to facilitate psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting among the 
subordinates, and due to their importance in this context, it is recommended that knowledge-based 
organizations should emphasize these constructs by including empowering leadership as prioritized 
management practices in their human resource strategy.  
 
Suggestions for future research 
The specific sample and context in which the proposed relationships were examined may restrict the 
generalizability of the results. Although the findings were in in line with theoretically derived 
hypotheses, they should be replicated in different samples of employees working under different 
conditions. For instance, drawing from the section above, it would be interesting for future research 
to test the proposed relationships in a knowledge-based organization, as there is reason to believe 
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that the relationships might become even more evident in such a context. In addition, there is reason 
to believe that the relationship between development support and self-goal-setting may be stronger 
in a different context. Because the cadets rotated on the leadership role, it is unlikely that the leader 
on a specific day was perceived to have status, power, success and/or competence. As such, 
observational learning should be less effective (Sims & Lorenzi, 1992). Also, the cadets are unlikely to 
be effective self-leaders without having received any form of training. An implication here is that the 
leader is unable to provide coaching or teaching in self-leadership, and thereby self-goal-setting. It is 
worth noting, however, that due to the specificity of the current context (being trained on a sail ship 
for a longer period of time), the current study provided a special opportunity to examine the 
hypotheses in a highly controlled (i.e., few influences from the outside), but at the same time 
dynamic (e.g., rotating on job roles and guard shifts) work context.  
 In terms of empowering leadership and self-leadership, the current study chose not to treat 
these variables as unitary constructs. Rather, empowering leadership was treated as two distinct 
dimensions (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014), and only the self-goal-setting strategy of self-leadership 
was examined. Conversely, psychological empowerment and work engagement was treated as 
higher order constructs. For psychological empowerment, this was largely due to the additive nature 
of it’s components. However, according to Heuvel and colleagues (2010), it is useful to include 
personal resources separately, as oppose to combining them into a higher order construct (i.e., 
PsyCap or psychological empowerment). This is because being able to distinguish between the 
impact of different resources will inform the design of targeted interventions (Heuvel et al., 2010, p. 
141). As such, it would be interesting for future research to investigate the relative contribution of 
each component of psychological empowerment on work engagement. Additionally, the current 
study only investigated self-goal-setting as a mediator in the proposed relationship. Researchers 
should therefore extend the current study by also including other strategies of self-leadership.  
Previous studies have shown that employees’ need for leadership is important to consider 
when measuring the relationship between leader behaviours and employee outcomes (Breevaart et 
al., 2016; de Vries, 1997). Breevaart and colleagues (2016) argued that when the need for leadership 
is high, it is best to engage in transformational leadership, while self-leadership is more beneficial 
when the need for leadership is low. Thus, when the need for leadership is high, work engagement is 
optimized when the leader engages in leader behaviours. On the other hand, when the need for 
leadership is low, the leader should not interfere, but rather let the employees lead themselves. The 
current study, however, suggests that this may not be the case for empowering leadership. To be 
more specific, the results suggest that engaging in empowering leadership behaviours might be 
optimal for work engagement, regardless of the need for leadership. For instance, in a situation 
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where employees have high levels of autonomy and feel competent, the need for leadership should 
be low (de Vries, Roe & Taillieu, 2002). Accordingly, self-leadership is optimal for work engagement, 
while engaging in leader behaviours is not.  However, one of the main goals of empowering 
leadership is to teach others to lead themselves (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014, 2015; Manz & Sims, 
1989, 2001). Thus, when engaging in development supportive leader behaviours, even when the 
need for leadership is low, the cadets learn to make use of self-goal-setting (a self-leadership 
strategy), which is beneficial in regards to work engagement in such a context. Unfortunately, one 
cannot make this assumption solely on the basis of the current study. It would, however, be 
interesting for future research to investigate whether or not the need for leadership affects the 
influence of empowering leadership on different outcomes.  
 Although the current study defends the two-dimensional measure of empowering leadership 
(Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014) from some of the critiques that Knippenberg and Sitkin (2013) made 
against transformational leadership, there are still aspects of this critique that has not been covered. 
More specifically, this study makes no case for empowering leadership as a unitary construct. 
According to Knippenberg and Sitkin (2013), shared mediation paths are a precondition for the 
notion of a unitary construct. In this way, the autonomy- and development support dimensions 
cannot be a part of the same unitary construct (empowering leadership) unless they affect the same 
mediators (Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013). In the current study, each dimension was found to affect 
work engagement through different mediators. It was not examined whether autonomy support 
affects work engagement through self-goal-setting in addition to psychological empowerment, and 
whether development support facilitates work engagement through psychological empowerment in 
addition to self-goal-setting. It is also worth noting that, for instance, a case for the mediating role of 
psychological empowerment, in the influence of autonomy support, cannot be generalized to a case 
for the mediating role of psychological empowerment for empowering leadership as a whole 
(Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013). As such, one cannot conclude, on the basis of this study, that the 
relationship between empowering leadership and work engagement is mediated by psychological 
empowerment and self-goal-setting. After all, the findings in the current study are dimension 
specific, suggesting that each dimension’s path to work engagement is unique to that dimension 
only. However, this does not imply that shared mediation is unlikely in this regard. For instance, it 
has been found that autonomy is essential for self-leading individuals by creating opportunities for 
the expression of self-leadership (Ho & Nesbit, 2014). Additionally, development supportive 
behaviors have been found to influence some of the components of psychological empowerment. 
For example, coaching may improve subordinate’s feelings of competence at work (Kwak & Jackson, 
2015). Accordingly, it is possible that both autonomy- and development support affects psychological 
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empowerment and self-goal-setting, but the current study didn’t test for this shared mediation. 
Alternatively, autonomy support may indirectly influence self-goal-setting through psychological 
empowerment, and development support may indirectly influence psychological empowerment 
through self-goal-setting. Support for this alternative possibility is found in Houghton and Yoho’s 
(2005) article, where they considered psychological empowerment and self-leadership to be 
sequential variables, with self-leadership operating as a mediator between empowering leadership 
and psychological empowerment. They also pointed out, however, that this relationship may be 
multidirectional, in that “a person experiencing feelings of meaning, competence, self-determination 
and impact may be more likely to engage in self-leadership behaviors” (p. 68). Thus, it is possible, or 
even likely, that the mediation paths in this regard are shared rather than unique. However, more 
research is needed in this area to determine whether or not the autonomy- and development 
support dimensions are parts of the same unitary construct.  
 The current study only found partial mediating effects, meaning that some variance is still 
left to be explained. As such, future research may extend the results of the current study by including 
additional mediators. If scholars were to follow this suggestion, they should also adopt the two-
dimensional approach to empowering leadership, and include theory explaining the role of each 
dimension and the mediation processes by which each affects work engagement (Knippenberg & 
Sitkin, 2013). Drawing from the current study, scholars may use theories regarding resources (i.e., 
Job demands-resources model, conservation of resources theory) and theories concerning 
motivation (self-determination theory, goal-setting theory) to guide them in the process of 
uncovering additional mediators in this relationship.  
Finally, due to the design of the current study, reversed causality cannot be ruled out. More 
specifically, it is possible that on days when the cadets were more engaged, they experienced more 
feelings of meaning, competence, self-determination and impact, set more goals for themselves, and 
consequently rated their leaders more favorably on that day. However, this particular design was 
consciously chosen to capture short-term, same day effects of empowering leadership on work 
engagement. In order to establish causality, future research may use multiple measurement points a 
day. For instance, empowering leadership may be measured right after lunch and work engagement 
at the end of the day.  
Conclusion 
The modern organizations in today’s society expect their employees to be proactive and show 
initiative, take responsibility for their own personal development, and to be committed to high 
quality performance standards (Bakker et al., 2008, p. 188). Thus, these organizations need 
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employees who feel energetic, dedicated and absorbed, or in other words, they need employees 
who are engaged in their work (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008). A commonality for these organizations is 
that leadership will most likely always be present. In this way, it becomes important to acquire 
information about how leadership can contribute to work engagement among employees. As such, 
the purpose of the current study was to investigate whether an empowering leadership style, in the 
form of autonomy- and development support, plays a role in facilitating work engagement on a daily 
basis, and to shed light on the underlying mechanisms of these two relationships.  
The results provide support for the notion that both dimensions of empowering leadership 
make separate contributions to work engagement among employees. More specifically, the results 
show that feelings of psychological empowerment partially explain how autonomy supportive 
behaviours facilitates work engagement, and that self-goal-setting partially explain the link between 
development supportive behaviours and work engagement. Thus, on days when the leader engages 
in more autonomy- and development supportive behaviours, employees should feel more 
psychologically empowered and set more goals for themselves, which ultimately should make them 
become more engaged in their work, on these days. According to the Job demands-resources model 
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2008), this is because job resources (autonomy-and development supportive 
behaviours) start a motivational process that leads to work engagement. Also, job resources (i.e., 
autonomy support) have been found to breed personal resources (i.e., psychological empowerment) 
which ultimately results in increased engagement at work (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). As for self-
goal-setting, this strategy also enhances engagement at work, and may be taught to the employees 
through role modeling and/or coaching and teaching.  
 This study makes several new contributions to the literature. First, as far as I know, this is the 
first study to account for the dynamic, short-term effects of empowering leadership behaviours on 
work engagement. This is especially important in studies on work engagement, as research have 
shown that this is not a stable characteristic, but rather a state that fluctuates from day-to-day 
(Bakker et al., 2011; Sonnentag, 2003; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009). Second, this study is among the 
first few to make use of Amundsen and Martinsen’s (2014) two-dimensional measure of empowering 
leadership. In this way, it is clearly specified which behaviours are included in the construct and why. 
Lastly, no other studies have investigated how each dimension of empowering leadership contributes 
to work engagement. By including psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting as mediators in 
this area of inquiry, the current study helps “move organizational research beyond dust-bowl 
empiricism and toward a true science.” (DeShon & Bergh, 2008). In addition, by specifying how each 
dimension has a distinct influence on mediating processes and outcomes, the current study defends 
the two-dimensional measure of empowering leadership (Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014) from some 
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of the critiques that Knippenberg and Sitkin (2013) made against transformational leadership. Thus, 
rather than moving back to the conceptual drawing board, researchers adopting the two-dimensional 


































Albrecht, S. L. (Ed.). (in press). The handbook of employee engagement: Perspectives, issues, 
research and practice. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar 
Albrecht, S. L., Andreetta, M. (2011). The influence of empowering leadership, empowerment and 
engagement on affective commitment and turnover intentions in community health service workers: 
Test of a model. Leadership in Health Services, 24(3), 228-237. 
Amundsen, S., Martinsen, Ø. L. (2014). Empowering Leadership: Construct Clarification, 
conceptualization, and validation of a new scale. The Leadership Quarterly, 25, 487-511. 
Amundsen, S., Martinsen, Ø. L. (2015). Linking Empowering Leadership to Job Satisfaction, Work 
Effort, and Creativity: The Role of Self-Leadership and Psychological Empowerment. Journal of 
Leadership & Organizational Studies, 22(3), 304-323. 
Avolio, B. J., Zhu, W., Koh, W., & Bhatia, P. (2004). Transformational leadership and organizational 
commitment: Mediating role of psychological empowerment and moderating role of structural 
distance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 951–968. 
Baek-Kyoo, J., Doo, H. L., & Sewon, K. (2016). Enhancing work engagement: The roles of psychological 
capital, authentic leadership, and work engagement. Leadership & Organization Development 
Journals, 37(8), 1117-1134. 
Bakker, A. B. (2009). Building engagement in the workplace. In C. Cooper & R. Burke (Eds.), The peak 
performing organization (pp. 50-72). London: Routledge. 
Bakker, A. B., & Albrecht, S. L., Leiter, M. P. (2011). Key Questions Regarding Work Engagement. 
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 20(1), 4-28. 
Bakker, A. B., & Bal, P. M. (2010). Weekly work engagement and performance: A study among 
starting teachers. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 83, 189–206. 
Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Verbeke, W. (2004). Using the Job Demands-Resources model to 
predict burnout and performance. Human Resource Management, 43, 83–104. 
Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2008). Towards a model of work engagement. Career Development 
International, 13(3), 209–223. 
Bakker, A. B. Demerouti, E. (2007). The Job Demands-Resources model: State of the art. Journal of 
Managerial Psychology, 22(3), 309-328. 
Bakker, A.B., van Emmerik, I.H., Geurts, S.A.E., & Demerouti, E. (2008). Recovery turns job demands 
into challenges: A diary study on work engagement and performance. Working paper, Erasmus 
University Rotterdam. 
Bakker, A.B., Gierveld, J.H., & Van Rijswijk, K. (2006). Succesfactoren bij vrouwelijke schoolleiders in 
het primair onderwijs: Een onderzoek naar burnout, bevlogenheid en prestaties [Success factors 
among female school principals in primary teaching: A study on burnout, work engagement, and 
performance]. Diemen, The Netherlands: Right Management Consultants. 
Bakker, A. B., Hakanen, J. J., Demerouti, E., & Xanthopoulou, D. (2007). Job resources boost work 
engagement, particularly when job demands are high. Journal of Educational Psychology, 99, 274–
284 
Bakker, A. B. Schaufeli, W. B., Leiter, M. P., & Taris, T. W. (2008). Work Engagement: An emerging 
concept in occupational health psychology. Work & Stress, 23(3), 187-200.  
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
49 
 
Balducci, C., Fraccaroli, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2010). Psychometric Properties of the Italian Version of 
the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9). A cross Cultural Analysis. European Journal of 
Psychological Assessment, 26(2), 143-149 
Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator–mediator variable distinction in social 
psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1173–1182. 
Baskin, B. (2007). Vigor, dedication, and absorption: Work engagement among secondary English 
teachers in Indonesia. Paper presented at the annual AARE Conference, Fremantle, Perth. 
Bergiel, E.B., Nguyen, V.Q., Clenney, B.F., & Taylor, G.S. (2009). Human resources practices, job 
embeddedness and intention to quit. Management Research News, 32, 205−219. 
Blessing White. (2011). Employee engagement report 2011: Beyond the numbers: A practical 
approach for individuals, managers and executives, 1–80. Retrieved from http://www.nine-
dots.org/documents/Blessing%20White%202011%20%20Employee%20Engagement%20Report.pdf 
Bloom, J., Kinnunen, U., & Korpela, K. (2015). Recovery Process During and After Work. Associations 
with Health, Work Engagement, and Job Performance, Journal of Occupational and Environmental 
Medicine, 57(7), 732-742.  
Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Hetland, J. (2012). The Measurement of State Work 
Engagement. A multilevel Factor Analytic Study. European Journal of Psychological Assessement, 
28(4), 305-312. 
Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2014b). Daily Self-management and employee work 
engagement. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 84, 31-38. 
Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., Hetland, J., Demerouti, E., Olsen, O. K., & Espevik, R. (2014a). Daily 
transactional and transformational leadership and daily employee engagement. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 87, 138-157.  
Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Derks, D. (2016). Who takes the lead? A multi-source 
diary study on leadership, work engagement, and job performance. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 37, 309-325.  
Brunstein, J.C., & Gollwitzer, P.M. (1996). Effects of failure on subsequent performance: The 
importance of self-defining goals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 395–407. 
Burke, W. (1986). Leadership as empowering others. In S. Srivastra (Ed.), Executive power (pp. 51-77). 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  
Carless, S. A. (2004). Does psychological empowerment mediate the relationship between 
psychological climate and job satisfaction. Journal of Business and Psychology, 18(4), 405–425. 
Chen, G., Bliese, P. D., & Mathieu, J. E. (2005). Conceptual framework and statistical procedures for 
delineating and testing multilevel theories of homology. Organizational Research Methods, 8, 375-
409.  
Conger, J. A., & Kanungo, R. N. (1988). The empowerment process: Integrating theory and practice. 
Academy of Management Review, 13, 471-482. 
Conley, C. (2007). Peak: How great companies get their mojo from Maslow. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass. 
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
50 
 
Couch, A., Keniston, K. (1960). Yeasayers and Naysayers: Agreeing Response Set as a Personality 
Variable. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 60(2), 151-174. 
Crawford, E. R., LePine, J. A., & Rich, B. L. (2010). Linking Job Demands  and Resources to Employee 
Engagement and Burnout: A Theoretical Extension and Meta-Analytic Test. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 95(5), 834-848.  
Dalal, R. S., Bhave, D. P., & Fiset, J. (2014). Within-Person Variability in Job Performance: A 
Theoretical Review and Research Agenda. Journal of Management.  
Davenport, T.H. & Harris, J.G. (2007). Competing on analytics. Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 
de Vries, R. E. (1997). Need for Leadership: From leadership to followership, Work and Organization 
Research Centre, 97. 
de Vries, R. E., Roe, R. A., & Taillieu, T. C. B. (2002). Need for leadership as a moderator of the 
relationships between leadership and individual outcomes. The Leadership Quarterly, 13, 121–137 
Deci, E. L., Conell, J. P., & Ryan, R. M. (1989). Self-determination in a work organization. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 74(4), 580-590.  
Deci, E. L., Ryan, R. M. (2000). The “What” and “Why” of Goal Pursuits: Human Needs and the Self-
Determination of Behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), 227-268. 
Deci, E. L., Ryan, R. M., Gagne, M., Leone, D. R., Usunov, J., & Kornazheva, B. P. (2001). Need 
satisfaction, motivation, and well-being in the work organizations of a former Eastern Bloc country. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 930-942 
Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The Job Demands-Resources 
Model of Burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499-512.  
Devi, V.R. (2009). Employee engagement is a two-way street. Human Resource Management 
International Digest, 17, 3−4. 
Dewettinck, K., & van Ameijde, M. (2011). Linking leadership empowerment behaviour to employee 
attitudes and behavioural intentions: Testing the mediating role of psychological empowerment. 
Personnel Review, 40, 284-305. 
Doty, D. H., & Glick, W. H. (1998). Does common methods variance really bias results? 
Organizational Research Methods, 1, 374–406 
Frayne, C. A., & Latham, G. P. (1987). Application of social learning theory to employee self-
management of attendance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 361-372.  
Fernandez, S., & Moldogaziev, T. (2011). Empowering public sector employees to improve 
performance: Does it work? The American Review of Public Administration, 41(1), 23-47. 
Frost, J., Osterloh, M., & Weibel, A. (2010). Governing knowledge work: Transactional and 
transformational solutions. Organizational Dynamics, 39, 126-136. 
Gist, M. E., Bavetta, A. G., & Stevens, C. K. (1990). Transfer training method: Its influence on skill 
generalization, skill repetition, and performance level. Personnel Psychology, 43, 501-523. 
Gonzales-Roma, V., Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Lloret, S. (2006). Burnout and Work 
Engagement: Independent Factors or Opposite Poles? Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 68, 165-174. 
Greco, P., Laschinger, H. K. S., & Wong, C. (2006). Leader Empowering Behaviours, Staff Nurse 
Empowerment and Work Engagement/Burnout, Nursing Leadership, 19(4), 41-56.  
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
51 
 
Gregory, B. T., Albritton, M. D., & Osmonbekov, T. (2010). The mediating role of psychological 
empowerment on the relationships between P-O fit, job satisfaction, and in-role performance. 
Journal of Business and Psychology, 25(4), 639–647.  
Haase, C.M., Heckhausen, J., & Köller, O. (2008). Goal engagement during the school-work transition: 
Beneficial for all, particularly for girls. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 18, 671–698. 
Hakanen, J. J., Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2005). How dentists cope with their job demands and 
stay engaged: The moderating role of job resources. European Journal of Oral Sciences, 113, 479–48 
Hakanen, J. J., Bakker, A. B., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2006). Burnout and work engagement among 
teachers. Journal of School Psychology, 43, 495–513. 
Hallberg, U. E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2006). “Same Same” but different? Can Work Engagement be 
Discriminated from Job Involvement and Organizational Commitment? European Psychologist, 11, 
119-127.  
Hill, F., & Huq, R. (2004). Employee empowerment: Conceptualizations, aims and outcomes, Total 
Quality Management & Business Excellence, 15(8), 1025-1041.  
Ho, J., & Nesbit, P. L. (2014). Self-leadership in a Chinese context: Work Outcomes and the 
Moderating Role of Job Autonomy. Group and Organization Management, 39(4), 389-415. 
Hobfoll, S. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. American 
Psychologist, 44(3), 513-524 
Hobfoll, S., E., Johnson, R. J., Ennis, N., & Jackson, A. P. (2003). Resource loss, resource gain, and 
emotional outcomes among inner city women. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(3), 
632-643. 
Houghton, J. D., & Neck, C. P. (2002). The revised self-leadership questionnaire: Testing a hierarchical 
factor structure for selfleadership. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 17, 672-691. 
Houghton, J. D., & Yoho, S. K. (2005). Toward a Contingency Model of Leadership and Psychological 
empowerment: When Should Self-Leadership be Encouraged? Journal of Leadership and 
Organizational Studies, 11(4), 65-83. 
Humphrey, S. E., Nahrgang, J. D., & Morgeson, F. P. (2007). Integrating motivational, social and 
contectual work design features: A meta-analytic summary and theoretical extension of the work 
design literature. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(5), 1332-1356.  
Jose, G., & Mampilly, S. R. (2015). Relationships Among Perceived Supervisor Support, Psychological 
Empowerment and Employee Engagement in Indian Workplaces. Journal of Workplace Behavioral 
Health, 30(3), 231-250. 
Kanter, R. M. (1977). Men and women of the corporation. New York: Basic Books. 
Kanter, R. M. (1993). Men and women of the corporation, 2nd edn. New York, Basic Books. 
Kazlowski, S. W. J., & Klein, K. J. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory and reasearch in 
organizations: Contextual temporal, and emergent processes. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kazlowski (Eds.), 
Multilevel theory research, and methods in in organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new 
directions (pp. 3-90). San Francisco: Joey-Bass. 
Knippenberg, D.V., & Sitkin, S. B. (2013). A Critical Assessment of Charismatic-Transformational 
Leadership Research: Back to the Drawing Board? The Academy of Management Annals, 7(1), 1-60.  
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
52 
 
Koyuncu, M., Burke, R. J., & Fiksenbaum, L. (2006). Work engagement among women managers and 
professionals in a Turkish bank: Potential antecedents and consequences. Equal Opportunities 
International, 25(4), 299–310 
Kwak, W. J. & Jackson, C. L. (2015). Relationship building in empowering leadership processes: A test 
of mediation and moderation. Journal of management & organization, 21(4), 369-387. 
Lance, C. E., Butts, M. M., & Michels, L. C. (2006). The sources of four commonly reported cutoff 
criteria: What did they really say? Organizational Research Methods, 9, 202-220. 
Langelaan, S., Bakker, A. B., van Doornen, L. J. P., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2006). Burnout and Work 
Engagement: Do Individual Differences Make a Difference? Personality and individual differences, 40, 
521-532.  
Laschinger, H. K. S., Finegan, J., & Wilk, P. (2009). Context Matters: The Impact of Unit Leadership and 
Empowerment on Nurses’ Organizational Commitment. Journal of Nursing Administration, 39(5), 
228-235. 
Laschinger, H. K. S., Gilbert, S., Smith, L. M., & Leslie, K. (2010). Towards a comprehensive theory of 
nurse/patient empowerment: applying Kanter’s empowerment theory to patient care. Journal of 
Nursing Management, 18(1), 4-13. 
Latham, G. P., & Frayne, C. A. (1989). Self-management training for increasing job attendance: A 
follow-up and replication. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 411-416. 
Latham, G. P., Mitchell, T. R., & Dossett, D. L. (1978). Importance of Participative Goal Setting and 
Anticipated Rewards on Goal Difficulty and Job Performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 63(2), 
163-171. 
Leach, D. J., Wall, T. D., & Jackson, P. R. (2003). The effect of empowerment on job knowledge: An 
empirical test involving operators of complex technology. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 
Psychology, 76, 27-52. 
Little, B.R. (1993). Personal projects and the distributed self: Aspects of a conative psychology. In J. 
Suls (Ed.), The self in social perspective: Psychological perspectives on the self (pp. 157–185). 
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 
Liu, W., Lepak, D. P., Takeuchi, R., & Sims, H. P., Jr. (2003). Matching leadership styles with 
employment modes: Strategic human resource management perspective. Human Resource 
Management Review, 13, 127-152.                                                                                                                                                            
Llorens, S., Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker A. B., & Salanova, M. (2007). Does a Positive Gain Spiral of 
Resources, Efficacy Beliefs and Engagement Exist? Computers in Human Behaviour, 23, 825-841.  
Loveplace, K. J., Manz, C. C., & Alves, J. C. (2007). Work stress and leadership development: The role 
of self-leadership, shared leadership, physical fitness and flow in managing demands and increasing 
job control. Human Resource Management Review, 17(4), 374-387.  
Macey, W. H., & Schneider, B. (2008). The meaning of employee engagement. Industrial and 
Organizational Psychology, 1, 3-30. 
MacLeod, D., & Clarke, N. (2009). The MacLeod Review – Engaging for success: Enhancing 
performance through employee engagement. London, UK: Department for Business, Innovation and 
Skills.  
Manz, C. C., & Neck, C. P. (2004). Mastering self-leadership: Empowering yourself for personal 
excellence (3rd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
53 
 
Manz, C. C., & Sims, H. P. Jr. (1989). Superleadership: Leading others to lead themselves. New York, 
NY: Prentice Hall 
Manz, C. C., & Sims, H. P. Jr. (1991). Superleadership: Beyong the myth of heroic leadership. 
Organizational Dynamics, 19(4), 18-35. 
Manz, C. C., & Sims, H. P. Jr. (2001). The New Superleadership: Leading others to lead themselves. 
San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc. 
Maslach, C., Schaufeli, W. B., & Leiter, M. P. (2001). Job burnout. Annual Review of Psychology, 52(1), 
397–422. 
Mauno, S., Kinnunen, U., & Ruokolainen, M. (2007). Job Demands and Resources as Antecedents of 
Work Engagement: A Longitudinal study. Journal of Vocational Behaviour, 70(1), 149-171.  
May, D. R., Gilson, R. L., & Harter, L. M. (2004). The psychological conditions of meaningfulness, 
safety and availability and the engagement of the human spirit at work. Journal of Occupational and 
Organizational Psychology, 77(1), 11–37. 
Medhurst, A., & Albrecht, S. (2011). Salesperson engagement and performance: A theoretical model. 
Journal of Management and Organization, 17(3), 398–411 
Meijman, T.F., & Mulder, G. (1998). Psychological aspects of workload. In P.J.D. Drenth & H. Thierry 
(Eds.), (Eds.), Handbook of work and organizational psychology, Vol. 2: Work psychology (pp. 5-33). 
Hove: Psychology Press 
Mendes, F., & Stander, M. W. (2011). Positive organisation: The role of leader behaviour in work 
engagement and retention. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 37(1).  
Miner, J. B. (2015). Organizational Behaviour 1: Essential Theories of Motivation and Leadership. New 
York, NY: Routledge. 
Morgeson, F. P. (2005). The external leadership of self-managing teams: Intervening in the context of 
novel and disruptive events. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 497-508. 
Ohly, S., Sonnentag, S., & Niessen, C., & Zapf, D. (2010). Diary Studies in Organizational Research. An 
Introduction and Some Practical Recommendations. Journal of Personnel Psychology, 9(2), 79-93.  
Pallant, J. (2013). SPSS survival manual: A step by step guide to data analysis using SPSS. Open 
University Press: McGraw-Hill Education (UK). 
Park, Y., Song, J. H., & Lim, D. H. (2016). Organizational justice and work engagement: the mediating 
effect of self-leadership. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 37(6), 711-729. 
Parker, S. K., Wall, T. D., & Cordery, J. L. (2001). Future work design research and practice: Towards 
an elaborated model of work design. Journal of Occupational & Organizational Psychology, 74, 413-
440. 
Pearce, C. L., & Sims, H. P., Jr. (2002). Vertical versus shared leadership as predictors of the 
effectiveness of change management teams: An examination of aversive, directive, transactional, 
transformational, and empowering leader behaviors. Group Dynamics: Theory Research and Practice, 
6, 172-197. 
Petrou, P., Demerouti, E., Peeters, M. C. W., Schaufeli, W. B., & Hetland, J. (2012). Crafting a job on a 
daily basis: Contextual correlates and the link to work engagement. Journal of organizational 
Behavior, 33(8), 1120-1141. 
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
54 
 
Ployhart, R. E., & Vandenberg, R. J. (2010). Longitudinal research: The theory, design, and analysis of 
change. Journal of Management, 36(1), 94-120. 
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing 
and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior research 
methods, 40(3), 879-891. 
Prussia, G. E., Anderson, J. S., & Manz, C. C. (1998). Self-leadership and performance outcomes: The 
mediating influence of self-efficacy. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 19, 523-538. 
Rasbash, J., Steele, F., Browne, W. J., Goldstein, H., & Charlton, C. (2015). A user’s guide to 
MLwiN. Centre for Multilevel Modelling, University of Bristol, UK. 
Reis, H. T., & Gable, S. L. (2000). Event-sampling and other methods for studying everyday 
experience. Handbook of research methods in social and personality psychology, 190- 
222. 
Rothkopf, E. Z., & Billington, M. J. (1979). Goal-guided learning from text: Inferring a descriptive 
processing model from inspection times and eye movements. Journal of Educational Psychology, 71, 
310-327 
Ryan, R.M., & Connell, J.P. (1989). Perceived locus of causality and internalization: Examining reasons 
for acting in two domains. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 749–761. 
Saks, A. M. (2006). Antecedents and consequences of employee engagement. Journal of Managerial 
Psychology, 21(7), 600–619 
Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job demands, job resources, and their relationship with 
burnout and engagement: A multi-sample study. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25(3), 293–315’ 
Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B., (2010). Defining and measuring work engagement: Bringing clarity 
to the concept. In A.B. Bakker & M. P. Leiter (Ed.), Work Engagement, A Handbook of Essential 
Theory and Research (pp. 10-24). New York, NY: Psychology Press.  
Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Salanova, M. (2006). The Measurement of Work Engagement with a 
Short Questionnaire. A Cross-National Study. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 66, 701-
716.  
Schaufeli, W. B., & Salanova, M. (2008). Enhancing work engagement through the management of 
human resources. In K. Naswall, J. Hellgren, & M. Sverke (Ed.), The Individual in the Changing Work 
Life (pp. 380-402). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press 
Schaufeli, W.B., & Salanova, M. (2007). Work engagement: An emerging psychological concept and 
its implications for organizations. In S.W. Gilliland, D.D. Steiner & D.P. Skarlicki (Eds.), Research in 
social issues in management: Vol. 5. Managing social and ethical issues in organizations. Greenwich, 
CT: Information Age Publishers. 
Schaufeli, W. B., & Salanova, M. (in press). How to improve work engagement? In S. L. Albrecht (Ed.), 
The handbook of employee engagement: Perspectives, issues, research and practice. Cheltenham, UK: 
Edward Elgar 
Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., Gonzàles-Romà, V., & Bakker, A. B. (2002). The Measurement of 
Engagement and Burnout: A Two Sample Confirmatory Factor Analytic Approach. Journal of 
Happiness Studies, 3, 71-92 
Schaufeli, W. B., Taris, T. W., & Van Rhenen, W. (2008). Workaholism, burnout and engagement: 
Three of a kind or three different kinds of employee well-being. Applied Psychology: An International 
Review, 57, 173–203 
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
55 
 
Seibert, S. E., Silver, S. R., & Randolph, W. A. (2004). Taking empowerment to the next level: A 
multiple-level model of empowerment, performance, and satisfaction. Academy of Management 
Journal, 47(3), 332–349 
Shuck, B., Reio, T. G., & Rocco, T. S. (2011). Employee engagement: An examination of antecedent 
and outcome variables. Human Resource Development International, 14(4), 427–445. 
Simbula, S. (2010). Daily Fluctuations in teacher’s well-being: A diary study using the Job Demands-
Resources model. Anxiety, Stress, and Coping, 23, 563-584. 
Sims, Jr. H. P., & Lorenzi, P. (1992). The new leadership paradigm: Social learning and cognition in 
organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA, US: Sage Publications, Inc.  
Sheldon, K.M., & Elliot, A.J. (1998). Not all personal goals are personal: Comparing autonomous and 
controlled reasons for goals as predictors of effort and attainment. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 24, 546–557.  
Sheldon, K.M., & Elliot, A.J. (1999). Goal striving, need satisfaction, and longitudinal well-being: The 
self-concordance model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76, 482–497. 
Sheldon, K.M., & Houser-Marko, L. (2001). Self-concordance, goal-attainment, and the pursuit of 
happiness: Can there be an upward spiral? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 152–165. 
Sheldon, K.M., Ryan, R.M., Deci, E.L., & Kasser, T. (2004). The independent effect of coal contents and 
motives on well-being: It’s both what you pursue and why you pursue it. Society for Personality and 
Social Psychology, 30, 475–486. 
Sonnentag, S. (2003). Recovery, work engagement, and proactive behaviour: A new look at the 
interface between nonwork and work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 518-528. 
Sonnentag, S., Dormann, C., & Demerouti, E. (2010). Not all days are equal: The concept of SWE. In 
M. P. Leiter, & A. B. Bakker (Eds.), Work engagement: A handbook of essential theory and research 
(pp. 25-38). New York, Ny: Psychology Press. 
Sonnentag, S., Kuttler, I., & Fritz, C. (2010). Job stressors, emotional exhaustion, and need for 
recovery: A multi-source study on the benefits of psychological detachment. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 76(3), 355-365. 
Spector, P. E. (2006). Method variance in organizational research: Truth or urban legend? 
Organizational Research Methods, 9, 221–232 
Spreitzer, G. M. (1995). Psychological empowerment in the workplace: Dimensions, measurement, 
and validation. Academy of Management Journal, 38(5), 1442-1465. 
Stahl, M. J., Zimmerer, T. W., & Gulati, A. Measuring Innovation, Productivity, and Job Performance 
of Proffesionals: A Decision Modeling Approach. Transactions on Engineering Management, 31(1), 
25-29. 
Stander, M. W., & Rothmann, S. (2010). Psychological empowerment, job insecurity and employee 
engagement. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 36(1), 1–8. 
Tekleab, A. G., Sims, H. P., Jr., Yun, S., Tesluk, P. E., & Cox, J. (2008). Are we on the same page? Effects 
of self-awareness of empowering and transformational leadership. Journal of Leadership & 
Organizational Studies, 14, 185-201 
Thomas, K. W., & Velthouse, B. A. (1990). Cognitive Elements of Empowerment: An “interpretive” 
Model of Intrinsic Task Motivation. Academy of Management, 15(4), 666-681.  
Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
56 
 
Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Xanthopoulou, D. (2011). Do transformational leaders enhance their 
followers’ daily work engagement? The Leadership Quarterly, 22, 121-131.  
Tuckey, M. R., Bakker, A. B., & Dollard, M. F. (2012). Empowering Leaders Optimize Working 
Conditions for Engagement: A Multilevel Study. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 17(1), 15-
27. 
Ulrich, D., Brockbank, W., Johnson, D., Sandholtz, K., & Younger, J. (2008). HR competencies: Mastery 
at the intrasection of people and business. Alexandria: Society for the Human Resource 
Management. 
van den Heuvel, M., Demerouti, E., Schaufeli, W. B. & Bakker, A.B (2010). Personal resources and 
work engagement in the face of change. In J. Houdmont & S. Leka (Eds.), Contemporary Occupational 
Health Psychology: Global perspectives on research and practice (pp. 124-141). UK: Wiley-Blackwell.  
Vasalampi, K., Salmela-Aro, K., & Nurmi, J-E. (2009). Adolescents’ Self-Concordance, School 
Engagement, and Burnout Predict Their Educational Trajectories. European Psychologist, 14(4). 
Vecchio, R. P., Justin, J. E., & Pearce, C. L. (2010). Empowering Leadership: An examination of 
mediating mechanisms within a hierarchical structure. The Leadership Quarterly, 21(3), 530-542. 
Vroom, V. H., & Yetton, P. W. (1973). Leadership and decision making. Pittsburgh, PA: University of 
Pittsburgh Press.  
Xanthopoulou, D., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). Daily Work Engagement: The Significance of within-person 
fluctuations. In A. B. Bakker, & K. Daniels (Eds.), A day in the life if a happy worker (pp. 25-40). Hove 
Sussex: Psychology Press.  
Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2007). The role of personal 
resources in the job demands-resources model. International Journal of Stress Management, 14(2), 
121-141.  
Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2009). Work engagement and 
financial returns: A diary study on the role of job and personal resources. Journal of Occupational and 
Organizational Psychology, 82, 183–200. 
Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Heuven, E., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2008). Working in the 
sky: A diary study on work engagement among flight attendants. Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology, 13, 345–356 
Yun, S., Cox, J., & Sims, H. P., Jr. (2006). The forgotten follower: A contingency model of leadership 
and follower self-leadership. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 21, 374-388. 
Zhang, X., & Bartol, K. M. (2010). Linking empowering leadership and employee creativity: The 
influence of psychological empowerment, intrinsic motivation, and creative process engagement. 










Empowering leadership, work engagement, psychological empowerment and self-goal-setting 
57 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
